SCRIPTURE: DOCTRINE 


of THE 


ETERNAL GENERATION 


7 


CHRIST, as THE SON or GOD, 
VINDICATED; 


IN ANSWER TO A LATE TREATISE 


INE: Dd Si 


The true Soſhip of Chriſt Inveſtigated, &. 


* 


_— 16. * — _— 


By MICHAEL ARTHUR, * 
Miniſter of the Goſpel at PEEBLES. 


HY — - —_— a 


EDINBURGH: 


Printed by NEILL & Co. and fold by W. GRA, J. Dick- 

sox, and R. IN LIS; and by E. and C. DiLLy, and 
G. Kirn, London. 

= 


f > 


u, cc, IxxvIII. 


LAT N hs 39 4 


2 of 
_ 
4 2 * - & -> 
LES "= . 8 hk 
a — Ft — a C 
: hs OR x. * 
* 
. 
A 
. 
= 
= 
* 
- 
By” 
* 
E 
L 
o 
Bn 1 
TT 6 
_— 
*® 
# 
” 
” 
* 
* 
\ 
Þ 
o 
* 
a". _ OY 
* „ 
q 
* - 5 
- 
. „ 4 
6 = 
- * 
oy * 2 5 
o %” - 


A 
1 
* 


PR EE FF AUK, 


TE greater part of the following treatiſe was 


delivered in a ſeries of Diſcourſes from the 
pulpit. My original deſign was to inform and eſ- 
tabliſh the people under- my inſpeCtion in that ca- 
pital article, the Eternal Generation of Chrift as 
the /on of God, which hitherto has been received 
and profeſſed in the catholic Church. It is not 
long ſince I came to a reſolution to publiſh theſe 
Diſcourſes to the world. It was with much re- 
luctance that I engaged in ſo great a controyerſy. 
I expected that ſome one of more years and expe- 
rience would have undertaken it. The Reverend 
Mr Gib's ſermon on the ſubject, preached in a 
neighbouring congregation laſt ſummer, and fince 


publiſhed, has had its good effects: but it was 


impoſſible for him, in a ſingle ſermon, fully to 
canvaſs a ſubject of ſuch extent and importance. 


The Treatiſe, I undertake to anſwer, is intitled, 


« The true Sonſbip of Chri/t inveſtigated. And 
* his Perſon, Dignity and Offices explained and 
& confirmed, from the ſacred Scriptures.” It is 
generally known that the author of it is a miniſter 
of the Church of Scotland. Almoſt all who haye 
ſeen it, and ſome who have only heard of it, 
know that he is miniſter in this town. It gives 
me particular concern to find myſelf neceſſitated 
to oppoſe my good neighbour. The local con- 
nexion between him and me renders my taſk pe- 
culiarly delicate. I defire and hope to manage 


the controverly in a diſpaſſionate and Chriſtian 


manner. I can fincerely ſay, that, ſo far as I 
know myſelf, Iam not actuated by a ſpirit of contra- 


diction. 
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diction. Nothing, but a ſenſe of duty, could have 
| induced me to attack my neighbour either from 
1 the pulpit or the preſs. It gives me particular 
| ſatisfaction to think, that there never was 
the ſmalleſt perſonal difterence or miſunderſtand- 
ing betwixt us. His perſon 1 love and eſ- 
teem. 1 am ſorry, on his account, that he ſhould 
have imbibed a notion, ſo ſingular and ſo anti- 
ſcriptural. I mult ſay, it appears to me abſurd in 
its nature, and in its tendency moſt dangerous. 
When the Treatiſe appeared, upwards of a 
year ago, I took the earlieſt opportunity of peruſ- 
ing it. I read it with all poſſible attention and 
care. I conſidered myſelf as called upon, in holy 
providence, to take the ſubject under my moſt 
ſerious and impartial conſideration. I have endea- 
voured to do ſo. As to what I delivered to m 
congregation, and what I now offer to the public, 
| I think I may ſay, it is the reſult of a candid and 
. impartial examination of the ſubject. It has been 
| no ſmall encouragement to me, both in preparing 
my Diſcourſes for the pulpit and the preſs, that 
the article, I plead for, cannot be called, by any, 
the peculiarity of a party. It is a capital article 
of the faith of the Church in all ages, and in all 
5 parts of the world. A variety of concurring cir- 
E cumſtances have determined me to publiſh the 
following Diſcourſes. I ſhall mention a few 
things, which the Reader may call reaſons or ex- 
cuſes, or what elſe he pleaſes. 
ix  _ Fir}, J judge this publication neceſſary in order 
= to accompliſh the end for which theſe Diſcourſes 
were originally intended, f. e. the inſtruction and 
eſtabliſhment of my own congregation. The ſub- 
ject was handled in a variety of Diſcourſes, Lanes 
vered 


r 
ft * 


yered on different occaſions ; and, therefore, de- 
tached one from another. It cannot be thought 
that ordinary hearers could follow out an argu- 
ment of ſuch length; and, without attending to 
the connexion and dependence of the different 
parts of it, they could not fee the force of my 
reaſoning. And what muſt have further increaſ- 
ed the difficulty, is the abſtruſe and difficult na- 
ture of the ſubject. It appeared to me that this 
inconvenience could not be ſo well remedied, as 
by publithang theſe Diſcourſes. 
Secondly, The great importance of the ſubject 
has been an inducement to me to contribute, 
what I could, towards ſetting it in a proper light; 
and particularly vindicating it from miſrepreſen- 


& tations and miſtakes. I am far from having the 


| vanity to think, that I can advance any thing new 
or uncommon on ſo ſublime a ſubject. I do not 
pretend to any thing of this fort. But I hope to 
& exhibit ſuch a conciſe and clear view of it as may 
be of uſe to thoſe, who have neither money to 
E purchaſe, nor time to read larger volumes. 
Thirdly, As my fituation in holy providence 
called me to treat this ſubje& largely from the 
pulpit, it may, perhaps, be conſidered as furniſh- 
ing an additional reaſon for the publication of thoſe 


= Diſcourſes. 


Fourthly, J have reaſon to think, that what I 
delivered from the pulpit was miſunderſtood and 
WF miſrepreſented by not a few of my hearers, both 
ſtated and occaſional. Therefore I conſider my- 

ſelf as bound not only in juſtice to my own cha- 
racter, but, which is of tar greater importance, 
in juſtice to the great ſubject itſelf, to ſubmit my 
Diſcourſes to the impartial public. 
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Fifthly, There is too much reaſon to think, that 4 
conſiderable number in this place implicitly and 
| inconſiderately aſſent to the new opinion concern- 
ing the Sonſhip of Chriſt, They have no diſtinct 
knowledge either of the received doctrine, or of 
the new opinion. They either have not had op- 
portunity, or they have neglected to make proper 
enquiry. If the following Treatiſe ſhall prove 
the happy means of informing or undeceiving 
any of them, I ſhall be glad on their account. 
I ſhall only add, 

Sixthly, That I have been ſolicited, both by 
thoſe of my own congregation and others, to | 
publiſh theſe Diſcourſes. 10 

In preparing my Diſcourſes for the preſs, 1 
have not only altered their original form, but en- 
deavoured to abridge them as much as poſſible. 
No part of the firſt chapter was delivered from 
the pulpit. In the ſtrictures I have thrown to- 
gether in that chapter, I ſometimes quote the 2d 
author's words, at other times I only refer to 
them: But, in the latter as well as the former in- 
ſtances, I endeavour to give a true account of 
his meaning ; without ſtretching his words in any 
4 one circumſtance. In the ſecond chapter | repre- 
428 ſent the author's opinion in my own words. At 
3801 | firſt I intended to have quoted his words, but af- | 
is terwards thought it might do as well to give 
3 the narrative intirely in my own words. 1 
apprehended that the intermixing his words 
with mine would rather embarraſs it. But, for 1 
1 the ſatisfaction of ſuch as may not have the trea- 
1 tiſe by them, I have, in the notes, quoted thoſe | 
Y paſſages of the treatiſe, from which, eſpecially, the 
. account is taken. And comparing the one 55 
' che 


e 


2 che other, the reader, I preſume, will be fully ſa. 
d tisfied that I have given a juſt account of the au- 
4 thor's ſcheme. I muſt, further appriſe the read- 


er, that I confine myſelt to the firſt part of the 
treatiſe relating to the Generation and Sonſhip of 
Chriſt ; excluſive of the laſt four chapters of it, 
which relate to his Excellence, Dignity and Of- 
fices. The reader will obſerve the ſame thin 

8 repeated in the firſt, the third, and the ſixth 


t. chapters. This is partly owing to the co-inci- 

dence between the author's arguments in proof of 
Yy his opinion, and his objections againſt the recei- 
oO ved Doctrine. The following contents point out 


the plan I meant to purſue, in order to a fair and 

Z impartial diſcuſſion of this great ſubject. The 
1- plan, certainly, is ſufficiently comprehenſive. 
e. The execution of it I ſubmit to the impartial and 
m 7 candid public. 


O- 3 2 
1e 33 L Es. ? 


a5 


IT, 
Nl- Xx 


of 


. 1 - — 2 9 


. 
. 
$ 
— 


ws 


G0 NFB N 13, 


Page 
The INTRODUCTION. 11 
Cray. I. Previous animadverſions. 17 


Cray. II. The NEW Nor io concerning the Cene- 
ration of Chriſt, as ihe Son of God, 


fairly ſtated. 


Crap. III. The arguments, in ſupport of the New 
Opinion, propoſed and anſwered. 


CHap. IV. Several conſiderations ſuggeſted, to point 
out the antiſcriptural and dangerous ten- 
dency of the New Hyphotheſss. 


Chap. V. The received Doctrine of the Eternal Ge- 
neration of Chriſt, as the Son of God, 
repreſented. 


Chap. VI. The Objections lately advanced againſt 
| the received Doctrine, conſidered. 


Cray, VII. The great Doctrine of the Eternal Ge- 
neration of Chriſt, as the Son of God, 
confirmed by a variety of Scripture- 
proofs. 


29 


79 


88 


B THE 


- 


. >. * : 
nn . 
- OLD 2 . 


—_ 


- * * 2 4 2 * * Ae Ty . 
e OP. ee TS 
og * ” n 


. 
le * 
. 1 r - 


TH E 
INTRODUCTION. 


T is very juſtly obſerved, that no article of the Chriſ- 
tian faith is of greater importance than the Sonſhip 
of Chriſt. Tho? we are to diſtinguiſh between his 
Perſon and Office, there is a neceſſary connexion be- 
tween the one and the other. The importance of the 
latter preſuppoſes the dignity of the former. The 
knowledge of Chriſt, in both theſe views, is of indiſpen- 
ſible neceſſity. It is ſaid to be life eternal to know him ; 
and that knowledge of Chriſt, that has eternal life in- 
ſeparably connected with it, includes both his all-glori- 
ous Perſon and his important Office. Accordingly, it is 
the great deſign of that gracious revelation, God has 
. to us in the Scriptures of the Old and New 
eſtament, to make known this infinitely glorious Per- 
fon to us. He is, at once, the Author and the Subject 
of that revelation. The title given to the laſt book of 
the Bible, might be fitly prefixed to the whole,—it is 
the Revelation of Feſus Chriſt, which God has given unto 
him, to ſhew unto his ſervants, —And as he, in the actual 
exerciſe of his prophetical office, is the Author of that 
Revelation ; he, in his divine Perſon and mediatory cha- 
racter, is the great ſubject of it. Well may he be cal- 
led, as he frequently is in Scripture, the Word. Beſides 
other reaſons for it, he is the great Subject of the writ- 
ten word. Now the Scripture repreſents his ſacred 
Perſon, eſpecially, in a twofold light ; as the ſecond 
Perſonal ſubſiſtence in the eternal God-head, and as our 
Mediator: Or, in other words, as the Eternal Son of 
the Eternal Father, and as both the Son of God and 
the Son of Man. The former of theſe titles, relates to 
that Divinity, which he, in common with his Eternal 
Father 
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Father and co- eternal Spirit, poſſeſſed from Eternity; 
the latter includes alſo that humanity, which he partook 
of in the fulneſs of time. 

As the all- glorious Perſon of our divine Redeemer is 
the chief article of revealed religion, it has been the 
ſubject of much controverſy, both in the earlier and lat- 
er ages of the Chriſtian Church. It has been the prin- 
cipal butt of the malice both of hell and earth. And, 
in proportion to its importance and dignity, it muſt con- 
tinue to be ſo, to the end of the world, or ſo long as the 
great conteſt laſts between the ſeed of the woman, and 
that of the ſerpent, 

The Scripture-Doctrine of the moſt Holy Trinity, in 


its different branches, has been matter of much diſpute. 


There have not been wanting perſons to oppoſe that 
fundamental doctrine of Revelation,—either in the ear- 
lier or later ages of the Church. It is well known, 
there were ſome ſuch in the very firſt ages of Chriſtia- 
nity. And the feveral terms uſed, in handling this 
great pointy have been objected to. The word Unity, 
the word Trinity, the word Perſon, have all been quar- 
relled : Becauſe, as a learned writer ſpeaks, they are 
not literally and ſyllabically expreſſed in Scripture. We 
have not the firſt two even in our tranſlation of the 
Scriptures y but we certainly have what is intended and 
moſt fully expreſſed by them, 1 John v. 7.—“ There 
© are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the 
« Word, and the Holy Ghoſt: And theſe three are 
* one.” Could there be any thing fuller, either in proof 
of the Trinity of Perſons, or the Unity of Nature ? As 
for the word Per/on, it is to be found in our verſion of 
the Scriptures, and is directly applied to the Father, the 
firſt of the ſacred Three, Heb. i. 3. The Greek word here 
is rere. There was ſome controverſy, —eſpecially 
between the Greeks and Latins, or the Eaſtern and 
Weſtern Churches, about the proper meaning of that. 
word, and the correſpondent Latin word perſona. But, 
among us, there is no controverſy about either, as ap- 


plied to the divine ſubſiſtences or Perſons in the one 
God-head. 
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INTRODUCT I ON. 13 
God-head. There is another Greek word, namely, 
TporwToy, Which is, in the New Teſtament, rendered, 
in the plural number Perſons, 2 Cor. i. 11. And this 
Greek word is dire&ly applied to Chriſt in 2 Cor. iv. 6. 
laſt clauſe. It is, indeed, in our verſion rendered face; 
but, ſome of the learned think, it ought to be rendered 
perſon. And then we have a Scripture-text, wherein 
the word perſon is applied to, and evidently to be un- 
derſtood of, another of the ſacred Three. And, as the 
Scripture evidently ſhews the third perſonal Subſiſtence 
in the Trinity, to be equal, as a Perſon, to the other 
two, as he is one with them in eſſence; it follows, by 

W unavoidable conſequence, that he is no leſs a proper 

Is perſon than the Father and the Son : Tho? the word 

¶ perſon is not ſo directly applied to him in Scripture. 

But I need not inſiſt to ſhew how unreaſonable, how 

Itrifling it is to oppoſe an article in religion, becauſe it 

is not literally and ſyllabically expreſſed in Scripture ; 

*#tho” this is a method that enemies and cavillers have all 

„along uſed. 

But that branch of the Scripture-Docrine of the Tri- 
—ZFpity, which relates to the ſecond Perſon, has, in an eſ- 
pecial manner, been the ſubje&t of much controverſy. 
he ſtrongeſt oppoſition has been made to it. It has 
een attacked from different quarters, and in various 
Worms. This was the caſe, eſpecially, in the firſt ages 
f Chriſtianity, Both his divinity and humanity were 
ontroverted. One pretended, that he was no more 
han a man, another would allow him to be only 

imaginary man, or a man in appearance. Some 

9 wo for blending his natures, others for dividing his 

Perſon. 

For ſome years paſt, the filial character of Chriſt, or 

that of Son, has been matter of ſome debate. It is not 

Wo be wondered at, that the Socinians deny the proper 

Wand eternal Sonſhip of Chriſt. It is generally known, 

that theſe profeſſed adverſaries of our Lord's divini 

are ſo called from the unhappy Socinus, of the ſixteenth 
entury. They deny that our divine Lord exiſted at all 
revious to his conception in the womb of the Virgin. 


Herein 
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| Herein they differ from the Arians, ſo called from Arius | 
of the fourth century. The latter allow that he exiſted | 
long before the world ; and that he is a thoſt glorious and | 


God. like Being: But is not the true and ſupreme God. 
The Socinians are at no ſmall loſs where they ſhall, con- 
ſiſtently, reſt the Sonſhip of Chriſt z or what they ſhall 
fix upon, as the original and proper ground of it. Ac- 
cordingly, a certain Anti- Socinian writer has collected no 


leſs than thirteen ſenſes, in which they have held him | 


to be the Son of God. 


But the Sonſhip of Chriſt has, of late years, been 
matter of ſome diſpute among thoſe who, in moſt other 
things, are agreed. The molt conſiderable opinion, that 
has been advanced in oppoſition to the received doc- 
trine, holds, that the title Son or. Son of God, ſo often 
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in Scripture aſcribed to Chriſt, as an œconomical or of- 
ficial character, that is, a character that belongs to Chriſt, 
only as Mediator. This opinion was held by the late 
learned Roel, Doctor Ridgely, and ſome others. Wit! 


this the opinion of our author, ſo far, coincides. He 


appropriates the relative character Son to Chriſt, con- 
ſidered in his complex perſon, as God- man. As to 
the official opinion, I ſhall only ſay, however well it! 


may have been intended by the authors or abettors 
of it, it certainly has a bad tendency. It robs Chriſt, 
conſidered as the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, of the 
filial character; conſequently the Firſt Perſon, as ſuch, 


of the paternal character. But how we ſhall reſign 5 


theſe perſonal properties, and at the ſame time, con- 7% 
ſiſtently, hold the Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity, I 


am at a very great loſs to ſee. 


The opinion of the Author, which J am to repreſent 
more fully in the ſequel, is, in a great meaſnre, new. 


He explains the Generation of Chriſt, in a manner, and 
' propoſes his Sonſhip on a footing, different from all who 
have gone before him. The authors and adopters of 
the official opinion can conſiſtently allow the filial 
character, in a ſenſe, to have belonyed to Chriſt from i 


eternity. So early did he ſuſtain the character of an 
undertaking Mediator. But the Author inſiſts, That 
the 
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the character Son or Son of God, did not at all belong 
d to him, previous to his incarnation. Then, and not 
a i till then, was he generated as the Son of God. 
1. Then it was, that the Eternal Word or divine Lo- 
1- cos firſt acquired the high character of the Son of 
HR God. At once he became the Son of God and the 
c- Son of Man. He never was nor ever could have 
0 WW been the Son of God, had he not been conceived 
mn Wand born as the Son of Man. In the unition of 

the divine Locos or Eternal Word with human 
n nature, in the Virgin's womb, did his generation, as 
r the Son of God, conſiſt, This was the proper, the 
it original ground of his Sonſhip. Thus, according 
2 to our author, the title Son of God not only is reſtricted 


n to the perſon of Chriſt as Mediator, but as Mediator 


f- incarnate. It did not belong to him, either as the ſe- 
t, cond Perſon of the Trinity, or as an undertaking Me- 
te lator, during the unincarnate ſtate. But a fuller account 
of this ſcheme will be given in a ſubſequent part of this 
le Nor. 
1- | 4 It will not be improper or unneceſſary, in this place, 
o to obviate an objection, which, I have reaſon to think, 
ſome will be diſpoſed to make againſt this attempt to 
5 4 indicate and confirm the doctrine of Chriſt's Eternal 
Generation. It may be alledged, that if perſons hold 
EC hritt's Divinity, it does not matter much whether they 
adhere to the received doctrine, or embrace the new 
pinion concerning his Sonſhip ; eſpecially conſidering 
Pov abſtruſe and difficult a point it is.—As to the laſt 
Part of the objection, we are as ready to grant, as any 
an be to plead, that this capital article of revealed re- 
igion is truly ſublime and myſterious : Nay, it is in- 
xplicable. But why ſhould any infer that therefore 
e may, or may not, hold it, We may hold this or an- 
Mother explication and view of it? Is it not clearly re- 
realed and fully aſcertained in Scripture? Yes. The 
Author affirms, and, I believe, not without ſufficient 
reaſon, that it has all along made a capital part of every 
5 Revelation of God to man- kind. Is it not an article 
Hef capital importance in the chriſtian ſyſtem? Surely. 
| | Our 
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Our Author affirms, and, I believe, with great truth, 
that no article of the Chriſtian faith is of greater im- 1 
portance than it. Now, ſhall we be indifferent, Whes | 
ther we do, or do not, hold—Whether we hold, in a 
true or falſe light, an article than which none in all the 
Chriſtian ſyſtem is of greater importance? Who, that 
is not either ſhamefully ignorant, or extremely lax, will 
ſay ſo? I ſhall only add, let the Reader attend to the 
Scripture- evidence. with which the received doctrine] Py 
is ſupported, in Chap. VII. and to what is ſaid, con- j 


„ 


cerning the nature and tendency of the Author's expli- Ad 
cation of our Lord's Sonſhip, Chap. IV. and let him, 

ſay, after weighing the matter in the balances of the Ny 
Sanctuary, Whether it be indifferent, for him either | | 
ro adhere to the received doctrine, or embrace the Ne 
Notion ? jg 


N 


N. B. The phraſe complex Perſon which frequently occurs in this A 
Treatiſe, i 15 uſed by the beſt Writers on our fide of the queſtion; ſuch 
as Dr Gill, Dr Guyſe, &c. It denotes the perſon of Chrift, as God- man, 
including the two natures divine and human; in contradiſtinction to the 3 
Perſon of Chriſt, as the ſecond ſubſſtence in the Trinity, including only _ 
the divine nature, prior to his incarnation. $2 # 
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of Ag following introductory obſervations occurred 
to me in reading the "Treatiſe. I think I can ſin- 
cerely ſay, they do not proceed from a cenſorious diſ- 
poſition, They appeared to me neceſlary in order to 
warn implicit and unthinking readers, who are in danger 

of being deceived by ſpecious appearances. 
1. The manner in which the author has conducted 

the NE - Ly 7” . 

aly . 'Q this affair, is utterly inconſiſtent with, even ſubverſive 
of the Preſbyterian order. It is no ſecret, that the au- 
thor is a Preſbyterian. I ſuppoſe almoſt all who have 
ZZ ſeen the Treatiſe, and not a few that never ſaw it, know 
that he is a member, and a miniſter of the Church of 
Scotland; and therefore he has folemnly engaged to 
maintain the Preſbyterian order. It certainly was lawful, 
= yea, laudable for him, as it is for all that ſuſtain the 
chriſtian character, to examine their principles at the 
bar of ſcripture. The Compilers of our excellent ſtand- 
ards were great and good men. Such were the mem- 


bers of that venerable Aſſembly, that met at Weſtminſter 
about the middle of the laſt century. A more venerable 
HE 'L # Aſſembly, or, an Aſſembly of more grave, godly and 

learned men, has not, perhaps, met ſince the days of 
x the Apoſtles. However, they were only uninſpired and 
fallible men. It is one of their avowed principles, that 
all ſuch Aſſemblies may err. There is, at leaſt, a poſſibi- 
WF bty that there may be miſtakes in their compilations, ju- 
1 C dicious 


5 


— oh 


pit or the preſs, to attack a capital article of the Confeſſion ? 
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dicious and accurate as they are. Now, on ſuppoſition 
the author apprehended, that there is'a miſtake in the 
doctrine of the Confeſſion and Catechiſms, relative toghe 
generation and Sonſhip of Chriſt, Was there no relief 
for him? Yes, there was. The Preſbyterian order was 
ſo far from excluding every method of relief in that caſe, 
that it directly pointed out a method, calculated for 
anſwering all the ends of edification, and preventing the 


manifold inconveniencies which attend the raſh and uncon- 


ſtitutional ſtep he has taken. What is the method he 
was to take? Was he, immediately, either from the pul- 


No. This is a meaſure that tends to diſturb the peace, 
and mar the unity of the Church; and to introduce much 
diſorder and confuſion, both among her miniſters and 
members. What then is the method he was to take? 
He was, in a humble and dutiful way, to repreſent to 
the judicatures he is in connection with, and ſubjection to, 
the ſcruples he had conceived, and the difficulties he la- 
boured under, in relation to that article of the Confeſſion 
and Catechiſms. And, in that event, they were indiſ- 
penſibly bound to uſe their beſt endeavours for his ſatiss- 
faction. Either there is, or there is not a real miſtake - 
in that article of the Confeſſion and Catechiſms. If the | 
former is the cafe, why might he not have been the hap- 
py inſtrument of diſcovering it to his brethren ? If the 
latter, might not they have been the means of detecting 
his error to him? Whatever might have been the conſe- 
quence, the matter would thus have been conducted in 
a regular and conſtitutional manner. If miniſters of the 
Church of Scotland, or any Preſbyterian church, are al- 
lowed, with impunity, to take ſuch raſh, irregular and 
unconſtitutional ſteps, what muſt the conſequence be? 
All order, and all unity in that church is at an end. 58 
2. The author, in the preface, avails himſelf of his 
hearers ; pretending that they were univerſally ſatisfied, 
the explication he has given of the generation and Son- 2 |. 
{hip of Chriſt, is the ſcriptural and juſt one. Is not this, 
at beſt, but a poor plea? How incompetent judges are 
they of ſuch doctrine? Though I cannot, on other 2 | 
- | ions, 
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ſions, charge myſelf with officiouſneſs, I own, that, du- 
ing the time he was handling this ſubject from the pul. 
pit, I was particularly ſolicitous to know his ſcheme. 
Accordingly, I enquired at ſome of the moſt judicious of 
his hearers ; but never could learn from any of them 
what it was. Till his book appeared, I took it for grant- 
ed, that his ſcheme was the ſame with that of Roel, 
Ridgley and ſome others, who take our Lord's deſigna- 
tion to the mediatory office to be the original ground of \ 
his Sonſhip. And, even after the book itſelf appeared, I 1 
had occaſion to converſe with ſome of the moſt intelligent 3 
of his hearers ; and found them ſtill almoſt totally ignorant 1 
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of the matter. Beſides, it is not a fact, that his hearers 
were, or even now are univerſally ſatisfied with his 


ö = 

L 7 

| ©” ſcheme. Some of them, to this day, are in ſuſpence a- 64 

bout it: Others are ſatisfied that he is wrong, and are * 

» | 4 heartily ſorry that ever he publiſhed ſuch doctrine, either | H 

„from the pulpit or the preſs. * 

3. The author, in various paſſages of the Treatiſe, diſ- 4 

2 | covers ſo much vanity, as is equally unbecoming his own 4 

5 1 good ſenſe, and diſguſting to the modeſt reader. Why 14 

- ſhould he inſinuate, as in the firſt page of his preface, iN 

e That it is owing to inattention, or, becauſe none have 9 

e been at the pains to examine carefully the doctrine of 

Eternal Generation, that it hitherto has been received in 

= = Chriſtian and Proteſtant Churches? Is he really fo 

s in as to think, that he is the firſt that ever accurately 

». WE examined this point? Has a chief article of the Chriſtian 

in religion, all along, been admitted and held in the Church, 

je in fo implicit and ſuperficial a manner? It is hard to ſay, 

1- whether ſuch an infinuation is more diſparaging to that | 

d important article itſelf, or injurious to the character of = 

>? thoſe many myriads of famous worthies who have uni- | 
formly held it; and who have now received the end of | 

iis their faith, the ſalvation of their ſouls. Again, does he 

d, . really think, that the evidence he has brought in proof 


of his explication of our Saviour's Sonſhip, is ſo ſtrong 

as he iuſinuates in the third page of his preface? Does he f 
really think it is ſupported by much ſtronger evidence 1 
rhan any other that has yet been propoſed ? If he thinks 


ſo, 
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ſo, I am afraid he will have the misfortune to be pretty 
ſingular in his opinion. Alas, the weakneſs and partiali. 
ty of human nature! Further, why does he ſay, or at 
Jeaſt inſinuate, p. 48, 49, That all thoſe who have 
handled the ſubject of the Sonſhip of Chriſt, have only 
attended to thoſe ſcriptures that ſeemed, in avy degree, 
to ſupport their different theories; and that he is the 
firſt writer on the ſubject, that has conſidered the doc- 
trine of ſcripture in general, relating to this great ſub- 
ject? Will any be ſo very credulous, as to believe this? 
Does the author himſelf, upon reflection, believe it? In 
how unfavourable a light does this place all other writers 
on this important ſubject? Certain it is, that many learn- 
ed and holy men have written upon it. Is it probable, 
that ſo many men, and men of ſuch eminence, can have 
been all ſo partial and diſingenuous, on ſo ſublime and 
ſolemn a ſubject? What diſhonour does ſuch an inſinua- 


tion reflect on ſuch precious and venerable names? And 


not only on particular private writers, but the moſt ve- 
nerable aſſemblies, and the moſt famous councils; ſuch as 
the famous aſſembly at Weſtminſter, and the celebrated 
ecumenical council that met at Nice early in the fourth 
century. He undertakes, p. 50, to prove his point by 
unqueſtionable evidence. It ill becomes an opinioniſt to 
be ſo confident. 

The author, p. 77. pretty roundly inſinuates, that 
we muſt either adopt his ſcheme, or forfeit the charac- 
ter of ſenſible men, and judicious Chriſtians. Nothing is 
more certain, than that a very different doctrine has, 
for a long time, been received and defended by many, 


who have hitherto maintained the character of ſen{ible 
men and judicions Chriſtians. Shall they now loſe that 
truly honourable character? I hope not. What there is 
in the received doctrine, inconſiſtent with the character 


of ſenſible men and judicious Chriſtians, it is not eaſy to 


perceive, I ſhall only ſay, if there is any inconſiſtency, 


the author has not diſcovered it. He 1s pleaſed, p. 79, 3 
to congratulate himſelf, upon his being the happy reſtor- 
er of the only ſcriptural and compleat view of our Sa- 


viour's Sonſhip, © that had long been loſt amidit thoſe 
64 partial 
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( partial and imperfect, and often moſt unnatural as well 
« as unſcriptural views of it, which had been exhibited to 
ce the world, and generally received by it.“ The doctrine 
of the eternal generation and Sonſhip of Chriſt, no doubt, 
is the principal rhing he has in view here. This, in- 
deed, is the only view of our Saviour's Sonſhip that is, 
or ever was generally reccived in the chriſtian world. 
Is it really true, that the received doctrine of the eternal 

eneration of Chriſt, as the Son of God, is only a partial 
and imperfect, an unnatural, as well as unſcriptural view 
of our Saviour's Sonſhip? Is it really true, that the ex- 
plication of our Lord's Sonſhip, with which the author 
has favoured the world, is the only juſt and ſcriptural 
view of that great ſubject? And if fo, how long has it 
been loſt? At what period, and in what part of the 
"X world, was it ever received? And how came it to be to. 


; #tally, and fo long loſt in the Church of Chriſt? I have the 


9 
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1 ZZ molt ſubſtantial reaſons for putting theſe queſtions. So 
9 far as I can learn either from ſcripture or church-hiſtory, 
the Sonlhip of Chriſt never was explained preciſely in the 
ſame manner, or propoſed on the ſame footing, in any 


8 
d 
h period of the church. 
y 
0 


lis ſcheme, fo far as it differs from the official opinion 
advanced by Roel, Ridgely, and ſome others, certainly 
is new, and never has been received in any church, 
lewiſh or Chriſtian, earlier or later. The author has the 
bonour to be the inventor, inſtead of the reſtorer of it. 
And I will add, I am much miſtaken, if it had not been 
Jas well for the Chriſtian world, and as much for his own 


2 1 honour, that it never had been invented. I am aware 
le here, chat the author is pleaſed to add, in the page laſt 
at quoted, that it is only with ſuperficial inquirers, that 
is his opinion will ſeem new, and a great innovation in the 


Chriſtian ſyſtem.” For my part, I do not pretend to ac- 


WE curate inquiry. I thall only fay, I have inquired with 
aul the care I could. And I am ſure, that others have 


9 
0 inquired with as great care and accuracy as either he or 
r. I can pretend to do; and to them it really ſeems a new 


= <xplication of our Saviour's Sonſhip, and a great innova- 
non in the Chriſtian ſyſtem, Till he paint out to us the 


period, 
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period, and the Church in which it has been received, 
we muſt conſider his opinion in this light. And why we 
ſhould be called ſuperficial inquirers for doing ſo, I am 
at ſome loſs to ſee. 

I ſhall oniy take notice of one thing further, in ſup- 
port of the charge of vanity I have exhibited againſt the 
author. He ventures to ſay, p. 85, in commendation of 
his notion of the Sonſhip of Chriſt, that, had it been 
duly adverted to, it either would have effectually pre- 
vented the appearance of Ar:aniſm and Socinianiſm in the 
world, or ſo fully confuted them, that, as ſoon, almoſt, 
as they appeared, they would have been extirpated and 
baniſhed from the world. Has he really ſo high an opi- 
nion of his own notion concerning our Saviour's Sonſhip? 5 | 
I am afraid, that in this, as in a former inſtance, he will 
have the unhappineſs to be ſingular in his opinion. I take F*; 
him as he ſpeaks, and therefore believe he meant well 
in publiſhing his Treatiſe, He tells us, in the fourth Wt 
page of his preface, that he intended it to be an antidote | 


vi 
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to the Arian and Socintan errors, which continue to peſ. 1 
ter the Chriſtian Church. This was a laudable deſign, 
and worthy of the beſt of men. But, alas, how unhap- 


has he been, in the meaſures he has taken for accom- 


pliſhing ſo valuable a purpoſe! Tho?, I dare ſay, he did 
not intend it, I am afraid his ſcheme gives the Arians a 
very great advantage againſt the orthodox. Has he not 
exploded two of the received perſonal characters, by which 
the firſt two of the ſacred I hree have hitherto been diſtin- 
guiſhed, one from another? Bas he not given upwith theſe, i 
without ſubſtituting others in their place? But is not a 
giving up with the perſonal characters a ſtep towards gi- Mi 
ving up with the Trinity itſelf? To explode the former 
altogether, certainiy, in effect, is to give up with the lat. 
ter. Again, does he not accommodate, what he calls Wl 
the chief conſtituent of the complex perſon of Chriſt, 
even the divine Logos or Eternal Word, to the animalcu- 
lar or living principle, that is communicated by the fa- #R 
ther, in human generation? Now, it is not pretended 

that the original and originating principle, that is impart- 1 
ed by the father in human generation, ſo long as it yrs Ka 
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& ſits in him, or is unconnected with the additional ſub- 
WE ſtance derived from the mother, is a proper perſon. 
How diminutive, how diſadvantageous an idea does this 
pive us of the proper perſonality of Chriſt as the Eternal 
Word, or, ſecond Subſiſtence in the ſacred Trinity, prior 
to his incarnation? But of this more in the ſequel. | 

4. The author's manner, in various inſtances, ſeems 
evidently calculated, if not intended, for impoſing upon 
the more ignorant and unthinking part of his readers. 
e He alledges, p. 1, that, “ in what ſenſe Chriſt is the 
z = © Son of God, has long been matter of much unhappy 


— r 
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„ contention and debate.” He adds to the fame purpoſe, 
p. 2, © the diſpute, tho? long agitated, is not over; 
Which ſhews that the point is not yet placed in a light, 
„ and eſtabliſhed by evidence, which produce general 
ce „ conviction.” The defign of all this is obvious. It 


il muſt mean, that the Sonſhip of Chriſt is an article, about 


th 0 which the orthodox are not yet agreed; or it is a mat- 
te ter hitherto controverted and unfixed. But, that he is the 
. Son of God by eternal generation, is a point in which 
n, Khe orthodox are fully agreed. There is not, perhaps, 


p- | any article whatever, concerning which they are more gene- 
n- ally, or fully agreed. A very few individuals only ei- 


8 ther do, or ever did deviate from it. It is impoſſible for 
any man to ſhew, that it was not held in the Church of 


WChriſt, in any one period, ſince the days of the Apoſtles. 


ch And, that it is the doctrine of the Apoſtles, as well as 
in- ef the Prophets; and conſequently was held in the Apo- 
ſe, olic, as it had been in the Jewiſh Church, I will en- 


t a ¶Neavour afterwards to prove. It was obſerved in the 
gi- {nrroduction, that the Sonſtip of Chriſt, in general, has Jergon 
1er Ween the ſubject of much controverſy, particularly in the 
at- Parly ages of the Chriſtian Church. It was ſo, in a va- 
alls riety of views. One denied his divinity ; another his 


iumanity; ſome divided his perſon; and others con- 
Founded his natures. But, that the eternity of his ge- 
Z3Peration as the Son of God, ever was matter of diſpute, 
er controverſy, among thoſe who were reputed ortho- 
t- ox, I deny. This is a matter long ago ſettled, and 
red in the Catholic Church, It is, and ever has been 

* a 
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the Churches of Chriſt, in all parts of the world, and 
bis fide, diſtinguiſhed for piety, learning and orthodoxy, 


notion. The unerring rule is the law and the teſtimony, 


interpreters underſtand it of Chriſt, This the author i 
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a leading article of the Catholic faith, or the faith of all * 


in all periods earlier and later. 
The author tells us, he has a number of divines on 


As to this aſſertion I ſhall only ſay, that ſuppoſing this 
were the caſe, it would. not be ſufficient to warrant his 


Ifa. viii. 20. Some accounted pious, learned, and ortho- 
dox, have adopted or abetted principles and practices, 
which he would be as ready as any man in the world, 
to call erroneous. But how very little reaſon has he to 
avail himſelf of this plea? If he and we come to plead up- 
on numbers, we will find a thouſand for us, to one for him, 
diſtinguiſhed for piety, learning and orthodoxy. That 
ſome few, very few, indeed, of thoſe who are accounted the, 
friends of our Lord's Divinity, or, in the general, reputed\# 
orthodox, have oppoſed the Catholic faith, concerning 
the eternal generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, we 
grant; ſuch as Roel, Ridgely, Anderſon, &. But, even 
theſe can, conſiſtently with their own principles, lov 
that he was the Son of God prior to the fulneſs of time, 
nay, from eternity; inaſmuch as he then ſuſtained the 
character of an undertaking Mediator. So he did in thei 
Council of Peace before all worlds. So far as I can un- 
derſtand, no man ever placed the Sonſhip of Chriſt pre- 
ciſely in the ſame light the author has done. 

Further, p. 33. he uſhers in his interpretation of that 
illuſtrious paſſage, Prov. viii. 22. and downwards, by "0 
telling us, that he has ſome of the moſt judicious interpre- Wil 
ters, both ancient and modern, on his ſide. This in- 
ſtance ſurprizes me very much. Is it fair or candid to 
deal in this manner with unlearned readers? We al 
know that many readers have little opportunity to, learn le 
how interpreters underſtand or explain that paſlage. 
All who are verſant in theſe matters know, that the belt Wl 
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knows as well as any man. True it is, indeed, ſome hl 
have underſtood Wiſdom in that paſſage, as he does. 
He underſtands it, not of a perſon, but of a per- 
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ection; and ſuch a perfection as belongs both to God 
and man. So ſome others before lim have interpreted 
and underſtood it. But who underſtood it ſo? Were 


on Wthey the moſt judicious and orthodox interpreters? I 
xy. MW hall not pretend to enumerate all the abettors of that 
his interpretation; but I ſhall mention two, who certainly 
his were the chief patrons, if they were not the original in- 
ny, Wventors, of this opinion. They were both members of 
o- that honourable Order, which is ſaid to have been firit 
es, founded by Ignatius Loyola, a Spaniſh ſoldier, and con- 


Wfrmed by Pope Paul the III, Anno 1540. The intelli- 
gent reader will eaſily perceive, that I mean what is 
called the Society of Jeſus. The two Jeſuits I refer 
to, are Cornelius a Lapide and Jacobus Tirinus. In the 
general, that illuſtrious paſſage of ſacred Scripture has, 
Hor the moſt part, been interpreted and underſtood of 
Chriſt, except by Jews and Jeſuits. 

Moreover, is there not another inſtance of impoſition, 
y. 50, 51, 52? Does not the author deſignedly miſtate 
Ihe received doctrine of the eternal generation of Chriſt? 
Poes he not this, in order to perplex the reader, and 
ejudice him againſt that doctrine? It is not, otherwiſe, 


Won our {ide have uſed very unguarded and exceptionable 
nodes of expreſſion, in treating that ſublime ſubject. 
aut how uncandid was it for him to make a handle 
thereof? He knows that the terms he uſes are diſcarded 
all accurate writers on the ſubject. And that ſuch 
germs are improper, nay, unſafe, will appear from the 
count I am afterwards to give of the eternal genera- 
an 27 of Chriſt, as the Son of God, as it all along has been 
139 eld by the orthodox. Why ſhould the author repre- 
S Jent our doctrine in terms that we diſallow ; and then 
rom theſe terms draw concluſions that we abhör, and 
pute all this to us? Can there be any thing more dif- 
genus or unfair? Who, of all the numerous friends 
1 of eternal generation, has ſaid, that the divine nature of 
b Chriſt 


* 
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Chriit was generated by the Father? Who maintains or 
allows, that he has only a generated, and, conſequently, 
a derived God-head. I had ſuch an opinion of my neigh- 
bour's candour and good ſenſe, that 1 ſcarcely could have 
thought him capable of dealing, with any opponent, in a 
manner ſo very unhandſome and unfair. W hat a pity 
is it for a man of ſenſe to be engaged in a bad cauſe! i 
it lays him under a fort of unhappy neceſſity to act often 
out of character. 

Further, another inſtance of impoſition is in p. 78; 
Here he inſinuates, that holding the eternal generation 
of Chriſt, we, in effect, give up with his divinity. And, 
to ſupport this allegation, he ranks Athanaſians, School. 5 
men, aud Semiarians all in one claſs. Were ever dif. 
ferent parties more unequally yoked together? What!“ 
have all Athanaſians, that is, all che orthodox in all the 5 
Churches of Chriſt, and in all parts of the world, —have 
they all hitherto been Semiarians? It is well known that 1 
the orthodox have been denominated Athanaſians 00 1 
the celebrated Athanaſius of the fourth century, who was 
the wonder of the world for his learning, piety, and 1 
firmneſs. He particularly ſignalized himſelf, in the Coun: i 
cil of Nice, againſt Arius. His followers have uniformly og 
oppoſed the impious tenets oPthe Semiarians as well as A- 
rians. Why then are Athanaſians and Semiarians claſſed to- 10 
gether? What purpoſe can this ſerve, if it is not to im- 
poſe upon implicit and unthinking readers? The new 
ſcheme, I greatly apprehend, has a ſtronger tendency to 
hurt the orthodox, and ſerve the Arian cauſe, than the 
author of it is aware of. I am far from thinking that 
he meant any ſuch thing. But the deſign of the worker 
is one thing, and the tendency of the work itſelf ano - 
ther. In the preſent caſe, I am afraid, they are ven 
oppoſite. 1 

I thall only mention one thing further on this head. 
The author, p. 803 would have his readers to believe, in 
that the primitive Chiiltion and apoſtolic Churches con- by 
fered the Sonſhip of Chriſt in the ſame light with him; Wl 
and that, in this light, Chriſt and his Apoſtles did uni- 4 


forinhy repreſent | it. 1s not this begging the _ * 
4 


2 
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If he could prove that either the Prophets or Apoſtles 
repreſented it in the ſame light with him, the contro- 
verſy would be at an end at once. We readily grant, 
that the Churches under the immediate direction of the 


' © W Apoſtles, obſerving that regular and beautiful order 
ty which theſe inſpired, and, therefore, infallible guides 
elf had ſettled among them, ſerve for patterns and exem- 
en 


plars to us. The Apoſtle mentions it to the laſting ho- 
Wnour of the believing Theſſalonians, that they became 
® %% followers of the Churches which, in Judea, were in 
on U Chriſt Jeſus, 1 Theſſ. ii. 14. It would be at once our 
1d, bhonour and our happineſs to be imitators of both. Why 
ol. 15 does our author inſinuate, that his view of the Sonſhip 
lif. of Chriſt was held in the ages immediately ſucceeding 


at! che apoſtolic? Such as live 


and the uſages of the Churches planted and govern— 


hat ed by them. But why does he inſinuate, that his no- 
on gion of our Lord's Sonſhip obtained among them? Is 
was 


here the leaſt veſtige or appearance of it to be traced 
the writings of the Fathers or Councils of thoſe ages? 


un- Not the ſmalleſt. It was as much unknown to the ante- 
nly gicene as the poſt-nicene Fathers; as much unknown to 
A- ne firſt Councils, both particular and general, as it was 


0 o the Aſſembly at Weſtminſter. Nothing ſurprizes me 
ore than that a man of probity and honour ſhould al- 
ow himſelf, by ſuch low and unmanly methods, to im- 
oſe upon the weaker ſort. who have neither money to 
orchaſe books, nor time to read tiiem, ſo as to inform 
hat hemſelves what were the principles and practices of the 
primitive Chriſtian Churches. 

= L2/tly, I cannot help obſerving, that the author, in 
er) ifferent inſtances, contradicts himſelf, For example, 
s not the account he gives of the nature of generation 
Jin general, p. 26. inconſiſtent with the account he af. 
eerwards gives of the generation of Chriſt, p. 97? In 
tec former he tells us, that © generation conſiſts not in 
Wn te the production of a Being into exiſtence that had no 
„( ſort of exiſtence before; that is, a creation.” Now, 


oses not this contradict the account he gives us of the 


F generation 
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eneration of Chriſt in the other page cited, where he | 
ſpeaks of the change Chriſt underwent in his incarna- 
tion, i. e. according to him, his generation? In reſpect 
of one of his natures “ there was a real change, even 
«© from non-exiſtence into exiſtence.” And p. 95. he 
tells us, “ that his generation as the Son of God con- 
6 ſiſted in the creation of his human nature, and the 
« perſonal union of it with the divine.“ 

Again, p. 44, 45, 46, 47, he endeavours to difprove 
the opinion that holds Son, or Son of God, as applied to 
Chriſt, to be an official character; and yet he every 
4 where elſe in his book aſſerts, that the filial character be- FER 
WH longs to Chriſt only as God-man. What the great dif. 

ky ference is between God-man and Mediator incarnate, 
I cannot well conceive. In ſhort, he attempts to prove 
theſe two things following : i/t, That Son, or Son of 
God, as applied to Chriſt,” is not an official character: 7 
and 2dly, That it is a character which belongs to Clan! 1 
only as God- man; or thus, that character does not be * 
long to Chriſt only as Mediator, and yet it belongs to 
Chriſt only as God-man. If any man will fully recon- 
cile theſe two poſitions, erit mihi magnus Apollo, F ur- 4 
ther, is not what the author holds, p. 69, 70, incon. 
ſiſtent with what he affirms p. 79? In the former hel 5 

aſſerts, that though God granted revelations to mankind, 
in the earlieſt ages of the world, yet in all theſe revelati- WW 
ons, for the ſpace of three thouſand years, from the crea-W 
tion downwards, there was not the ſmalleſt intimation of mY 
the Sonſhip of Chriit; and yet, in the laſt page refer - A 
red to, he affirms, that the generation and Sonſhip 1 
« of Chriſt makes a capital part of every revelation WW 
* of God to mankind,” Is there not a glaring incon- | 9 
ſiſtency here? þ 
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Ve New Notion concerning the Generation of Chriſt, 
as the Son of God, fairly ſtated. 


IV order to what I have further in view, it will be 
WA neceſſary, in this chapter, to give an account of the 


5. 


new opinion concerning the Sonſhip of Chriſt. This I 


17 ſhall endeavour to do with all poſſible candour and impar- 
tiality, without deſignedly miſrepreſenting it in any one 


rircumſtance. It was hinted in the Introduction, that 
te. this opinion is of a ſingular nature. The truth of this 
ve will appear from the following account of it. But in or- 


oder to give a juſt repreſentation of it, 1 am obliged, with 
great reluctance, to touch upon a ſubject, which nothing, 


i 1 put a fixed reſolution to exhibit the fulleſt, and faireſt 
e. Pie wof the New Scheme, could have obliged me to in- 
to Froduce in this place; that ſubje& is ſo indelicate, fan- 
n. tic, whimſical and ludicrous *. 

Via >. ” x In 
n.. * I promiſed to quote a few paſſages from the Treatiſe, on 


he hich, eſpecially, this account of the author's ſcheme is founded. 
d, The following may ſuffice, © This, i. e. the juſt notion of 
ti- Generation, is a matter of the utmoſt importance to a proper 
1.0 diſcovery and eſtabliſhment of the truth we are inveſtigating. 
of TT he Sonſhip of our bleſſed Saviour, is uniformly expreſſed in 


<> 
bf 


. he ſame language, that is applied to the generated ſons of 


i en. Wherefore it is neceſſary to aſcertain in what Gene- 
nden, as applied to human Beings, eſſentially conſiſts, that 
n- e may thence infer what it muſt import when applied to 


Expreſs the generation of the Son of God. From inaccurate 
* Ideas of Generation, many, if not moſt of the erroneous no- 
oss concerning the Sonſhip of Chriſt have proceeded. And 
ill this fundamental point is properly eſtabliſhed, it is impoſ- 
ole with accuracy to determine in what character our bleſ- 
led Saviour is held forth to us in Scripture, as the proper and 
begotten Son of God. 

According to the moſt accurate diſcoveries, every animal, 
nd human being, exiſts in a living animalcular ſtate, pre- 
Vious 


30 The New Notion concerning the Generation of 


In the general, our author compares and accommo 


dates the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, to 
certain 


vious to its Generation. It exiſts in the father, partaker o 
his nature, and one with him in effence, yet diſtinguiſhe( 
from him by its individual ſubſiſtence. This its original ex 
iſtence and character depend not on the will of its father; 
but flow from the ſame conſtitution of nature as the father 
himſelf. Nor does Generation conſiſt in any future acceſſion 
of paternal nature for the increaſe of this human principle 
While it continues in this original ſtate, it may exiſt with 
the father in the ſame manhood ; but never is, nor can be 
called his fon : And as it cannot be denominated the ſon af 
the father, much leſs can it have a filial relation to its mo-W 
ther, with whom it has only a capability of connection, bu? 1 
is not yet connected. In what then does Generation conſiſt!” 
It conſiſts in the unition of this original living principle, com. 
municated, by the father as the chief conſtituent of the future 
child, with another and an additional ſubſtance derived from 0 
the mother in conception, forming the complex perſon pro- 5 
created of both, and who from this Generation, and part MY 
cipation of the ſubſtance of both parents, is, when born into 
the world, called the ſon cf both. This is the general and 
acknowledged theory of Generation. It ſuppoſes a pre- exiſ. 
tence of the original living principle in the father, and which 4 
is of the ſame nature with him. It imports the acceſſion of Fl 
a proper ſubſtance alſo derived from the mother, as neceſſi-· 
ry to conſtitute the complex perſon or child, and give it con- 
nection with, and re lation and ee eee to each of its pa- 
rents. This is performed by the agency of the father, the WF 
activity of the original and originating principle, and the i 
conception of the mother. The original principle continues N 
through its future exiſtence, as the chief conſtituent of the 
per ſon begotten: Yet by its union with an additional nature, 
its general character and name are changed. It is now cal-f 
led a ſbn, a fon begotten by his father, conceived and bor! 
of his mother, and partaking the nature of each parent, is in- 1 
diſcriminately denominated from the one, or from the other. Wl 
Such are the terms in which the generation and conception 1 
of our bleſſed Saviour are expreſſed in Scripture, and ſuch ö 
their juſt import. This declared analogy between the gene. 
ration of the {ons of men, and that of, the Son of God, = & 
| e 
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rtain theory of the generation of the ſons of men, 
ere the reader is to recollect, that human generation is 
myſtery, which the moſt penetrating and wiſe have ne- 
Wer yet been able fully to unravel or explain. The 
Pyſterious nature of it is evidently intended in the fol- 
dwing ſcripture-texts, Pſal. cxxxix. 13, 14. Eccleſ. xi. 
Accordingly different theoriſts have propoſed differ- 


e- 
er Innt, and, ofte , oppoſite ſchemes. Our author adopts a 
the heory, which a gentleman, well known in the philoſo- 
en hical world, diſcovered about a hundred years ago. 
ple And this he makes the ground-work of his opinion con- 


erning the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God. 
15 his theory is commonly known by the name of Animal- 
*Salar Generation. We are told, p. 26, Every animal 
a living, animalcular ſtate, 
And then we have a defi- 


e future child, with another, and an additional ſub- 
nce derived from the mother in conception, forming 


into e complex perſon procreated of both, and who from 
and Wis generation, and participation of the ſubſtance of both 
xiſ. parents, 
nich 


. 
449 
a 


n of jt be juſt notion wherein generation conſiſts, muſt be a proper 
la- 5 buchſtone for determining the true ground and import 
-on- ¶ f our Saviour's Sonthip. Generation is the unition of a pre- 
riſtent living principle, of the ſame nature and neceſſar 
iſtence as the father, with an additional ſubſtance deri- 


ed from the mother; by which a complex perſon is begot- 
wes en, poſſeſſing the nature of both parents, and taking his fi- 
the al name from both. In his generation, i. e. that of the Son 
ure, 5 f God, according to the Scholaſtic explication, 7. e. eternal 
cal- generation, no ſubſtance but from the Father is communi 


Rated to him. There is no complex perſon formed, no ſe- 
in- ond parent from whom any part of a complex perſon is de- 


her, ived, and no foundation for different filial characters from 
tion WWitterent parents; for by the ſuppoſition there is but one pa- 
mn ent.“ Ch. ii. p. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32. 

ne- Much mere to the ſame purpoſe is to be met with in the 


and | 3 Treatiſe, which I ſhall not {tay to tranſcribe. 


} 


32 The New Notion concerning the Generation of | 
parents, is, when born into the world, called the ſon of 1 
both. This is the general and acknowledged theory of 
generation.” This is the ſcheme of human generation, 
to which the generation of the only begotten Son of God 
is accommodated. This is the foundation our author lays, 
and the whole ſubſe quent account that he gives of the 
generation of Chriſt, is a ſuperſtructure raiſed upon it. 
To make the matter as plain as poſſible, J ſhall ex em. 
plify it in the following manner. —Iſaac did not begin to 
exiſt and live, a ſhort time after his father begat, and his 
mother conceived him; or, at the time when the em-. Fr 
bryo in the womb has been thought to be properly or. 5 
e and fit for the reception of the rational ſoul, the 
other conſtituent part of human nature. No, Iſaac exiſ. 5 5 
ted and lived, long before Abraham begat, or SarabÞ 2 
conceived him. He co-exiſted with, and lived in his fa 22 | 
ther a hundred years before. Nay, we all co-exiſte(! bY" 
with, and lived in our common parent Adam, from the. 4 
firſt moment of his exiſtence, almoſt ſix thouſand veau 9 
ago. % 1 
Thus, the firſt man had, at once, co- exiſting wit 
and living in him, all his numerous poſterity, myriads oi A 
myriads, numbers innumerable, not only virtually but 


E 
actually exiſted and lived in him. Even millions of mil 
lions of Animalcules, that never did, and never will exit 3 
and live in a dum ſtate, or as men and women, ſuchſ 1 


as we are. | 

According to this ſcheme, we all exiſted and lived 
in a ſtate prior to, and different from that we are no 
in. We were many, many years in an ani:nalcular ſtate, 
that is, we were little living creatures before we became 
human beings, or commenced men and women. But to 

return to the example. 

Iſaac, not only virtually, but actually exiſted and lived 
in an animalcular ſtate, long before he was begotten "i 1 
the Patriarch, and conceived by Sarah. But during that 
ſtate, he did not ſtand in the relation of a ſon, either to 1 
the former or the latter. That animalcular principle if 1 
which afterwards became the chief conſtituent of the 3 
perſon of Yaac, could not, during the animalcular are 5 
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ſtand in a filial relation to Sarah; for then it had no ac- 
tual connection with her. Neither did it ſtand in that 
relation to Abraham, till a certain period arrived, at 
which the patriarch communicated that animalcular prin- 
ciple, which had lain and lived ſo long in his loins, and 
it united with an additional ſubſtance derived from Sarah. 
The unition of which living principle, communicated by 
E the male parent, with the additional ſubſtance derived 
ny . from the female, produced that human perſon whom we 

call Iſaac. And Iſaac, partaking of the nature of both 
parents, ſtood in the filial relation to, and was denomi- 
W& nated the ſon of both. 


This ſcheme of human generation the author makes 


the criterion, by which he determines the nature of the 
A: eneration of the Son of God; and to which he accom- 
Wi modates it. And, accordingly, argues, that the genera- 


vs ion of Chriſt, as the Son of God, could not poſſibly 


» 4g pbtain from eternity. The relative character ſon, be- 
peaks a perſon procreated betwixt two concurring pa- 


ents, and therefore related to both; by the unition of 
Ihe living principle communicated by the one, with the 


0% Ng: a b 
* additional ſubſtance derived from the other. The ori- 
i i nating principle, communicated by the father, repre- 
zu ents the fecond perſon of the Trinity, that co- exiſted 


ich the firſt from eternity; and that additional ſub- 
tance, which is derived from the mother, repreſents 
bat humanity, which was derived from the virgin, of 


#5 7 
TY 


Wa hoſe ſubſtance Chriſt's human body was formed. 


_— But as the living principle, ſo long as it exiſts in the 
F 2 cher, or is not communicated by him, ſo as to unite 


rith the additional ſubſtance, derived from the mother, 
Joes not ſtand in a filial relation, either to the father or 
other ; in like manner, the ſecond perſon of the Tri- 


=) 


ved 
* 9, tho* he co- exiſted with the firſt from all eternity, 
"no d not ſtand in the relation of a ſon till the fulneſs of 
l me, when he was ſent forth, and united with humani- 
: 1 


ple, f * „ in the womb of the virgin: As the living principle is 
mm pur by the father, and unites with the ſub- 
eo auce erived from the mother in human generation. 

ben, and not till then, was he generated as the Son of 


nd 
God. 
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God, His complex perſon, as the Son of God, was 
procreated, betwixt the firſt perſon of the Trinity, as a 
father, and the virgin mother. Then, and never till 
then, did he acquire the relative character of Son. Ac- 
cordingly, the filial character denotes his complex perſon 
as God-man. It does not at all belong to him, as the 
ſecond perſon of the Trinity. As ſuch, he has neither 
father nor mother : But as God-man, he has both. As 
a ſon, he is a partaker of the nature of two parents ; and 
therefore is related to both, and denominated the ſon of 
both. From all which it follows, that he never was, 
and never would have been the Son of God, had he nat 
been conceived and born as the fon of man. At one 
and the ſame time, he became the Son of God, and the 
fon of man. In ſhort, his filial character is appropriated, F# 
and reſtricted to his complex perſon, as God- man: And 
his generation, which hitherto has been held to have ob- 9 
tained from eternity; did not take place till that remarkx 
able æra, we call the fulneſs of time; that is, four thou 

ſand years after the creation of the world. It is not yet 


The above, I hope, will be found to be a juſt account 
of the author's ſcheme. If I have, in any reſpect, miſ- 
repreſented it, I can ſincerely ſay, it was not done wil- 
fully. The ſingularity of this ſcheme, the judicious rea- 
der will perceive at once. How different it is from, 
and how oppoſite to the received doctrine of the eternal Wi 
generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God; how little 
countenance, or authority it has from ſcripture ; and how Wl 
dangerous the tendency of it is; will all appear more 
fully in the ſequel “. ; = 


* If the reader deſires further information concerning the el 
diſcovery and nature of the Animalcular theory, he may Bt 
read the Appendix to the Reverend Mr Adam Gib's Ser- 
mon, mentioned in the Preface ; as alſo, a Treatiſe, intitle, 
« an Examination, &c.“ publiſhed a few weeks ago. The Bs 
laſt is ſaid to be written by a young Clergyman of the Pfle- 
bliſhment; and contains much ingenious and unanſwerable 8 


reajoning., 
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The Arguments, in Support of the New Opinion, 
propoſed and anſwered. 


, AVING ftated, as fairly as I could, the author's 
* explication and view of our Lord's Sonſhip, I {hall 
now propoſe and anſwer the arguments, by which he 
Ws undertakes to ſupport it. I ſhall ſtate the arguments 
BE themſelves, as much as poſſible, in his own words, ſub- 
ioining an abridgment of the illuſtrations : And this I 
ſhall endeavour to do, with all poſſible candour and im- 
partiality, giving each argument its full weight and | 
d force. The 5 
1. Arg. is this: “ Chriſt can be conceived to be — 
the Son of God in three reſpects, and in three only: 
Theſe are the generation of his divinity as ſecond Per- 
on in the Godhead ; the ſupernatural formation of his 
e human nature, by the power of God; or, laſtly, The 
| mg of theſe two natures in his incarnation, producing 
t his complex perſon as God-man. But Chriſt neither 
is, nor can be the Son of God, in the firſt nor in the 
|. ſecond of theſe ſenſes mentioned; and, therefore, he 
1- as muſt be ſo in the third, and in it only; p. 50, 52. 

s for the ſecond view, we do not plead for it. Very 
few, if any, of the firm friends of our Lord's divinity 
hold it. But our author inſiſts, that he can as little be 
WT conceived to be the Son of God, in the firſt view, i. e. 
in reſpect of the generation of his divinity, as ſecond 
perſon in the Godhead. And to prove this, he argues 
co this effect: This opinion is inconſiſtent with that di- 
vinicy, eternity and ſelf- exiſtence, which belong to him 
as a divine perſon. . A generated God is what we can 


WF neither conceive nor believe. This opinion implies a 


a 


< 


1 
4 
* 


9 production, even a reproduction of the divine eſſence: 
And thus it is impoſſible in the nature of the thing. Fur- 1 
cher, it is inconſiſtent with Scripture. The perſon of 

| Chriſt, as the Son of God, according to the Scripture- 
account 
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account of it, includes both his divine and human na- 
tures, and never 1s reftricted to one of them. This is a 
fair and full account of his reaſoning in this place. 

I ſhall now attempt to anſwer what he has here ad- 
vanced. And firſt of all, I muſt obſerve, that there is 
here an egregious miſtake in ſtating the doctrine which 
we hold. Why does the author mention the genera- 
tion of our Lord's divinity ? Is not this to fight with a 
ſhadow ? We do not believe, we do not fay, that his 
divine nature was generated. The divine nature neither 
begets nor is begotten. W hat we fay ; what the Church 
of God has all along held, is, that one divine Perſon be- 
gat another divine Perſon. One individual Divinity or 
Godhead belongs to the perſon that begat, and the per- 
fon that was begotten ; as alſo, to another divine per- 
ſon that proceeds from both. Why does he ſpeak of a a 
generated deity? of the production or reproduction of 
the divine eſſence? To fpeak of divinity begetting, or 
being begotten, if it has any meaning at all, certainly) 
leads to the antiſcriptural and abſurd notion of Poly- 
theiſm, or a plurality of gods. Producing and repro: | 
ducing, are terms that we do not apply to this ſubje&, 
We do not ſpeak of eſſence or godhead, begetting or 
being begotten ; to beget, and to be begotten, are not 
eſſential, but perfonal acts. 

What we hold, in ſhort, is, that though the divine na- 
ture is, and ever muſt be one and undivided, it admits of 
different modes of ſubſiſtence. It ſubfiſts in three won- Wi 
derful Perſons. I ſay, one numerical eſſence ſubſiſts in 
all the three. As perſonal ſubliſtence3, they are different Wl 
and diſtin& one from another. There is a mode of ſub- 
ſiſtence pecuiiar to each of the three, that diſtinguiſhes al 
him from the other two. Ihey not only co-exiſt in Wi 
one individual eſſence, but, by certain intrinſic relations, N Fd 
they are neceſſarily related to, and connected with, one Wi 
another. And theſe perſonal diſtinctions and relations, 
are juſt as neceſſary and natural as godhead itſelf. 8 


I 
\ 1 
i. 


The above is a ſhort bur juſt ſketch of the doctrine of 1 
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the Catholic Church, relating ro the ſublime myſtery of * F 


v 


mW 4 


propoſed and anſwered, 37 


e Trinity; and particularly, the proper perſonality of 
e Son of God, the ſecond of the ſacred Three. Now, 
hat is there in it, as thus ſtated, inconſiſtent with, or 
pugnant to, true notions of Deity, or the divinity, 
ernity, and ſelf-exiſtence of Chriſt? What forbids us 
W conceive of Chriſt as the Son of God by eternal gene- 
K tion? That his generation, as the Son of God, is in- 
mprehenſible and inexplicable, is readily granted. But 
Wuſt we reject becauſe we cannot comprehend it? For 
We ſame reaſon, muſt we explode the Trinity altoge- 
er; for there can be nothing more incomprehenſible 
an three in one, and one in three. Nay, for the ſame 
on, we muſt renounce our belief and profeſſion of a 
od; for he is, and ever will be, incomprehenſible. It 
| Was a queſtion thouſands of years ago, and ſtill is as 
och as ever a queſtion, bo can, by ſearching, find out 
4 ibo can find out the Almighty to perfection? That 
e firſt Perſon of the Trinity begat, and the ſecond was 
Ko otten by him, from eternity, the Scripture has clear- 
revealed; and, therefore, we are inviolably bound to 
ieve it: But, as for the nature and manner of that 


. -- YI 


in it. It is one thing to know that it is, and another 

ing to underſtand what or how it is. 

7 30 In the illuſtration of this argument it is pled, that our 
count of Chriſt's Sonſhip is inconſiſtent with Scripture. 
N Ihe perſon of Chriſt, as the Son of God, according to 

ee Scripture- account of it, never is reſtricted to one of 

in Ws natures, but always includes both, It might ſuffice 
ſay, in anſwer to this, that it is what is called by Lo- 
cans Petiio Principii, i. e. a begging the queſtion. 

e vcry thing our author had to prove, is, that the 

aal character of Chriſt always includes both his natures. 


in 18 
„ the queſtion preciſely is, Whether that character be- 
ne ng, or ever is aſcribed to him as the ſecond Perſon of 


p< rinity? That it belongs, and often is aſcribed to 
nas Mediator, particularly in the incarnate ſtate, we 
e eas ready to allow as any can be to alledge. When 
* is e became the ſon of man, he fil} continued to be the 
neon of God. Nay, we further grant, that the Scripture. 

: | | texts, 
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texts, in which the filial name is mentioned, moſtly re. 
late to him in his mediatorial character. The reaſon of 
this is obvious: The great deſign of revelation is to 
make known the eternal Three, as they act their reſpec 
tive parts, and diſplay each his diſtin perſonal _ 
m the ceconomy of redemption, 

But we, at the ſame time, plead, that the filial chill 
rater belongs to Chriſt as the ſecond Perſon in th 
Trinity ; conſequently, does not always include both H 
natures. Did it not belong, and was it not aſcribed tiff 
- him, prior to his aſſumption of the human nature : 


K 


Pſal. ii. 12. Prov. xxx. 4. Dan. iii. 25. It is aſcribed ti 
him as the Creator of all worlds; and, therefore, as th 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, Heb. i. 2.—His Son,—b * 
whom alſo he made the worlds. The paſſage, from which 
this quotation is taken, repreſents his facred perſon i in! 
twofold view; that is, both as ſecond ſubſiſtence in th 4 
Trinity, and as Mediator ; and it applies the filial chi * 
racter to him, in the one view, as well as in the other J by” 
Tt is as expreſsly ſaid, it was the Son that made the world: 
as it is ſaid, it was the Son that by himſelf purged . 
Ns, 0 
f Nay, all the works performed by him as the ſecon P 4% 
Perſon of the Trinity, are expreſsly attributed to him a 
the Son. The creation, the preſervation, and the 5 af 3 
vernment of the world, and all things in it, are : 
preſsly aſcribed to him as the Son. Ir is the Son 14 F 
binds the -wuters in a garment + It is the Son that eſte * 
. bliſhes all the ends of the earth, Prov. xxx. 4. It is th f \ 
Son by whom were all things created, that are in Heava 
and that are in earth, viſible or inviſible, whether they H "| 
thrones or dominions, or principalities, or powers. He A g 
whom, and for whom, all things were created ; wha is M » 
fore all things, and by whom all things conſiſt, he is t 3 
Son, Col. i. 13, 15, 16, 17, SN 
In a word, equality or oneneſs with the firſt perſon 
is aſcribed to him as the Son, John v. 17, 18, x. 30, 33. 9 


Now, if it is not as God- man, or Mediator incarnattll + 


but as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, that he is 1 1 


adiſtinction to the human, that he is one with the firſt 
-rſon ; and if the title Son is applied to him as equal 
the firſt, and one with him, it follows, by neceflary 
d unavoidable conſequence, that the relative character, 
n, belongs to him as ſecond Perſon in the godhead ; 
Werefore, muſt have belonged to him in the unincarnate 
Nee, as it ſtill does in the incarnate. It belonged to 


WE&od-man. He would have been the Son of God, though 
never had become the ſon of man. From. all which 
follows, that Chriſt can be conceived to be, really is, 


, in Scripture, is acknowledged to be, the Son of 
cad, in reſpect of the generation of his divine perſon, 


ed now to the 
II. Arg. which is this: © That Chriſt is the Son of God, 
FI this ſenſe, will be farther evident, when it is conſidered, 
„ c this agrees perfectly with the notion of generation, 
> Which is uniformly declared to be the foundation of our Sa- 
MPur's Sonſhip ; and, conſequently, is the criterion and teſt 
which the proper ſenſe of this character muſt be deter- 
1 a ed,” p. 52. In profecuting this argument, the au- 
or pleads, that the radical or fundamental evidence of 
e truth of any explication of our Saviour's generation, 
che Son of God, conſiſts in, or ariſes from, its agree- 
ent with the generation of the ſons of men; and par- 
ularly, that theory he has adopted, or, what is called 
nimalcular Generation, Accordingly, when any ex- 
Wication, or view of our Saviour's generation, is pro- 
fed; the firſt queſtion is, does it agree with the eſſen. 
BE! ideas of human generation? He finds, that the re- 
BE ived doctrine does not at all agree with his theory of 
Suman generation; and, therefore, he rejects it. He 
ds, that his own explication is the true one ; 'becauſe, 
gc ween Animalcular Generation and it, the refemblance 
golds with amazing exactneſs. He draws, in ſeveral in- 


ances, the parallel between the one and the other; 
a and 
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e firſt; if it is in reſpect of his divine nature, in con- 


n as God, as really as it does to him conſidered as 


—— — 
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a different courſe, from all who have gone before hin 


and finds, that they agree in every neceſſary and efſer 
tial point. In ſhort, as human generation ever requira 
the concurrence of two parents; in like manner, h 
finds, the complex perſon of Chriſt was procreated an 
produced between the firſt Perſon of the Trinity, aQin 
as a father, and the Virgin Mary, our Lord's mother 
agreeably to Pfal. ii. 7. compared with Iſa. vii. 14 ; th 
former referring to his Father, and the latter to H 

fother. This is the ſubſtance of the author's reaſon 
wg here. I ſhall now attempt to anſwer it. 

n the entry it may be obſerved, that he here ſtec . 
All orthodox writers, on this great ſubject, have bee ah 15 
very careful to guard their readers againſt conceiving £5. 5 
of the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, af, 
the manner of the generation of the ſons of men. B 
no one ever inſiſted more ſtrenuouſly, for the diflimil «of 
tude and diſparity, than he does for the analogy ang us 
agreement, between the two. hed 

Again, it is to be obſerved, that our author's helf 2 
reaſoning here proceeds upon a certain hypotheſis d L 
ſuppoſition ; which muſt firſt be proved, otherwiſe th 
wu ge argument falls to the ground. It preſuppoſe WM 

„it alerts, that human generation, and particular 
* ſcheme of it he has adopted, is the true teſt, a 
cording to which we are to judge, or by which we art 1 
to determine, the true import of that generation ai 
Chriſt, which is the original ground of Fils Sonſſip 
This ſuppoſition, or rather aſſertion, is the foundation Fg 
of all his reaſoning here: And except it be either ſell 
evident, or ſufficiently proved, his reaſoning all goof ey 
for nothin Now, how does it appear that the -ſcrip-Wl 
ture . human generation, to be conſidered as tee 
criterion, or teſt of the generation of Chriſt, as the S 
of God? Has the author made this to appear ? it, ſeem 12 
he thought it ſelf-evident ; and therefore barely aſſert: if 4 
it. Did he not know, that all orthodox writers, ol 1 4 
this ſubject, have conſidered the generation of the S 
God, and that of the ſons of men, as heterogeneous, 
1e. of a contrary kind; j and therefore difltmilar ? wy 
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he ſeems to avail himſelf of, is, that the fame terms are 
applied to the generation of the Son of God, and that 
of the ſons of men. As a human father begets a ſon, 
the firſt Perſon of the Trinity is ſaid to beget the ſe- 
cond. But is this ſufficient to prove, that the genera- 
tion of the Son of God, and that of the ſons of men, 
muſt be homogeneous, i. e. of the ſame nature; and 
therefore ſimilar one to another? By no means. I 
W would beg leave to remind the author, that the ſame 
W terms, which are uſed to denote the generation of the 
ſons of men, are, in Scripture, applied to that ſuper- 
er natural regeneration, of which all true believers are 
inſh partakers. God js ſaid to beger them, Jam. i. 18. and 
de they are ſaid to be born of God, 1 John iii. 9. Now, 
inge from this, might I not, upon the author's principles, 
fte; infer, that the ſupernatural regeneration of believers, 
BE muſt be analogons to human generation: The latter 
muſt be the criterion, of teſt, for determining the true 
import of the former? And then, I would aſk, Wherein 
Noeonſiſts the analogy, between human generation, and 
he regeneration of believers? Who are the two con- 
urring parents in the latter? Particularly, who is the 
mother ? Is it ſaid the church agreeably to Gal. iv. 26. ? 
fiden, I would aſk, what is the additional ſubſtance 
that this ſpiritual mother furniſhes, or that is derived 
rom her in the believer's regeneration ? And how are 
Ne to accommodate the three or four inſtances of re- 


on 


F 


Wemblance between human generation and that of the 
| 5 Son of God, mentioned p. 53. to the regeneration of 
the believer? If the reſemblance muſt hold between 
human generation and divine generation, becauſe they 
Ware expreſſed by the fame terms in Scripture ; for the 
5 ſame reaſon, muſt it hold, between human generation 
the and the regeneration of believers. It cannot avail my 
oeighbour to plead, that the generation of the ſons of 
nen, and the regeneration of the Saints, are of a quite 


+ 
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ets gidkerent nature; the one human, and the other, di- 
ine, and, therefore, between the two there muſt be an 
Son infinite diſpariry. We alſo plead, that the generation 


vs, of Chriſt, as the Son of God, and that of the ſons. of 
| F 


hat men, 


he 
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men, are heterogeneous, or of a contrary kind; and 
that, therefore, it is abſurd to argue from the one to 1 
the other. =_ 

Is not the word Generation equivocal ? Is it not diffe. 
rently uſed in Scirpture? Is it not always to be inter- 
preted and underſtood, in a ſenſe that comports with 
the nature of the ſubje&, or perſon it is applied to? 
Is not the generation of the ſons of men, of a carnal, 
and that of the Son of God, of a celeſtial nature? Is Wi 
not the one natural, the other hyperphyſical? Is not Wi 
the one human, the other divine? Is there not an in. 
finite diſparity, between a divine and a human perſon? 
Muſt they not, therefore, generate in a very different 
manner ? £38 

But, admitting what my neighbour ſuppoſes, namely, that 
human generation is propoſed in Scripture, as a meta.) 
phor to repreſent the generation of Chriſt, as the Son 
of God: Muſt we not beware of ſtretching the me. 
taphor? In generation, whether it be human or divine, 
one perſon generates another: And the perſon begotten 


* 
4 
24 
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il 

* 

is ſimilar to the perſon that begets. But, muſt a divim 
p 


1 

K 4x 

perſon generate in the ſame manner that a human per- ; 
; 

$ 


ſon does? Where does God, in all the Scriptures, re.) 
quire us to conſider human generation as the ſtandard, , 
or criterion, of the generation of Chriſt ? Beſides, is no: 
human generation itſelf an inexplicable myſtery ? Solomon Wl 
ſeems to account it ſuch, Eccl. xi. 5. 14 
Have not various theories of human generation been 7757 
invented, one after another? Muſt not perſons, upon Dt 
the author's principles, interpret, and underſtand ou 
Lord's generation differently, according to tlie differen Wl 
theories of human generation they adopt? As for that 
particular theory, that he has fixed upon, as the prope nl 
{tandard, or teſt of the generation of the Son of God, nl 

it is but of late invention. If the generation of Chril 

955 is to be underſtood agreeably to it, why was it not di- % 
5 


15 
CH 


covered to the world and to the Church, at a far earlier 


period? It is well known that it is not yet many years il 
ſince it was firſt diſcovered to the world. If miſtakes co np 
cerning 


} 
of 
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cerning our Lord's generation, ariſe from inaccurate ideas 
of human generation, particularly ignorance of the ani- 
malcular theory; muſtnot all the Old Teſtament Prophets, 
all the Apoſtles of the Lamb, and all that lived in the 
preceding ages, both under the Old and New Teſtament, 
great and good, learned and holy, as many of them 
were, mult they not all have lived, and laboured, under 
great miſtakes, concerning the true import of our 
Lord's generation? Certainly ; for to them the ani- 
malcular theory was intirely unknown. I will venture 
to affirm, it was as much unknown to the whole College 


A 


* 
— 


* 0 5 , 


? * 
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met at Weſtminſter, towards the middle of the laſt cen- 
Extury. Why wasnot the ineſtimable Philoſopher, with 


x % his dioptrical inſtrument, ſent into the world, at a much 
nb ber period? | 
. Further, are we, who have the honour to be Mi- 
e, Ry iſters of the Goſpel, to inſtruct our hearers, in the 


onderful theory of animalcular generation; in order 


ell 75 f a : : 

ne. o give them juſt views of the Generation and Sonſhip 
er- of our bleſſed Lord? What is to become of poor un- 
earned Chriſtians, if they cannot conceive of this ſub- 


4 ge myſtery, till they firſt become acquainted with the 


wonderful theory? Does the knowledge of a chief 
5% article of that religion, upon which their ſalvation de- 
ends, require the previous knowledge of that myſte- 
oous theory? ; 

Moreover, Is there really. ſuch an amazing agree- 
ent between animalcular generation and the gene- 
tion of the Son of God? Does the chief conſtituent 
pf a human perſon, or that living principle that is com- 
Wpunicated by the father in generation, repreſent what 
called the chief conſtituent of the Perſon of Chriſt 


God-man ? What ſort of exiſtence, or life, has the 


ariſt 4 We — . » * 6 0 
4. imalcular principle, previous to generation? Is it 
mier proper perſon? Certainly no. Is not a rational ſoul, 


well as an organized body, neceſſary to conſtitute a 
man perſon? Now, if the animalcular principle, pre- 
. ous to generation, is not a proper perſon; but only the 
nung ief conſtituent of the after perſon ; and if that ani- 

1 | ; | malcular 


of Apoſtles, as it was to the Aſſembly of Divines that 
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i 


malcular principle, previous to generation, repreſents 
the Eternal Word; or what we commonly call the Se- 
cond Perſon in the God-head, previous to his actual in- 
carnatian, what a low, a diminutive, a diſadvantagious 
idea, does this give us, of our Lord's Perſonality, as 
the Second ſubſiſtence in the Trinity, prior to that e- 
vent ? | 

Is it really true, that we are to think of the firſt Per- 
ſon of the all-glorious Trinity, and Mary of Bethlehem, 
as two concurring parents, procreating, and produci 
betwixt them, that complex Perſon we call the Son of 
God? Is not this to degrade the divine Father, and 
his equally divine Son, in the moſt 'thameful manner? 
Is not ſuch groſs, ſuch carnal doctrine, from the tongue, 
or the pen of a Chriſtian, a Proteſtant, a Preſbyterian 
Divine, a laſting diſgrace? Human generation mult e- 
ver be between two parents; but can any conſequence 
be drawn from this, to a generation altogether ſuperna- 
tural and divine? To ſuppoſe, that a divine Perſon ge- 
nerates, after the ſame manner that a man does, is truly 
ſhocking. ; 

As for the Scriptures our author quotes, to ſtrength- 
en his argument taken from the nature of generation, 
particularly Pſal. ii. 7, we will afterwards Rav OCCa- 
ſion to ſhew, that it relates to an eternal generation; 
and has no view at all to the generation he Foe of. 

In fine, his reaſoning on this head, or from natural 
to ſupernatural, from human to divine generation, and 
particularly, the neceſſity of two concurring parents, in 
divine, as well as human generation, has frequently re- 
minded me of an argument that was uſed againſt the 
generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, by a great 
man, rather a great Monſter, that made a very conſpicu- 
ous figure in the eaſtern world; eleven hundred years 
ago: And after whom, a great part of that world {till 
continues to wonder. His argument to prove that 
Chritt is not the Son of God, I ſhall forbear to tran- 
ſflate.—It is this,“ Deus non eſt puellarum amator : 
Non habet mulierem; ergo non genwt filium.“ 

] thould apoligize to the reader, for inſiſting fo Jong 
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on this indelieate and whimſical part of the ſubjett; but 
it makes ſo capital a part of the Treatiſe, that I could 
not diſmiſs. it ſooner. N 

I bave now conſidered the argument my opponent 
takes from the ſuppoſed impoſhbility, or abſurdity of e- 
ternal generation ; as alſo that which he takes from the 
nature of animalcular generation: And hinted at the 
difficulties, rather abſurdities, that attend the pretended 
analogy between the generation of the ſons of men, 
particularly the animalcular theory, and the generation 
of the only begotten Son of God. It, therefore, now 
remains that I conſider his other arguments. And I am 
very happy to meet him on hallowed ground. With 
great pleaſure do I exchange phyſiological diſquiſitions 
for Scripture-enquiries, 

III. Arg. is this, © The facred oracles give their una- 
cc nimous declaration in proof of this Doctrine,“ i. 42. 
the new explication of Chriſt's Sonſhip, p. 54. We res- 
dily allow, that the Scripture is the rule, as well as the 
reaſon of our faith. The only, the unerring rule is 
the law and the teſtimony, Ifa. viii. 20. It muſt deter- 
mine which is the true explication of this great ſubject. 

But who knows not, that the Scripture, notwithſtand- 
ing that it has one uniform, conſiſtent ſenſe, has been 
interpreted, I ſhould rather have ſaid, tortured, a thou- 
ſand ways? And, therefore, when any opinion is ad- 
vanced, eſpecially one ſo uncommon and fingular, it is 
neceſſary that we examine, before we admit it. To 
this we are called, both by Scripture-precept and Scrip- 
ture-precedent. 1 John iv. 1. Acts xvil. 10, 11. 

In the courſe of this argument, numerous quotations 
from Scripture are introduced ; particularly the followin 
texts: Pſal. ii. 7. Acts xi. 33, Heb. j. 5. v. 5. Pfal. 
Ixxxix. 26, 27. Iſa. vii. 14. Mah. i. 20. Iſa. ix. 6, 7, 
Luke i. 31,35. John i. 1, 2,--14,—18. iti. 16, 17, 
1 John v. 2. Matth. iii. 17. xvii. 5. John ix. 35.—37. 
Nui. 1. Matth. xvi. 16. Rom. i. 3, 4. Heb. i. 2, 3. 
2 Sam. vi. 14. Theſe are the Scripture- texts the author 
quotes in proof of his point. I intended, in this place, 
to have taken theſe paſſages, in order, under conſidera. 


tion 3 
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tion; and to have ſhewn, that, far from ſupporting that 
new explication of the ſubject he pleads for, they either 
directly prove, or neceſſarily imply, that eternal genera. 


tion of Chriſt, as the Son of God, which hitherto has 


been held in the Church of God throughout the world, 
Bat, on ſecond thoughts, I have reſolved to delay this, 
till I come to the laſt thing I have in view on this great 
ſubject; namely, to eſtabliſh the received doctrine. Then 
J hope to make it appear, to the ſatisfaction of every un. 
prejudiced perſon, that, as I ſaid juſt now, theſe paſ. 
fages, with others my neighbour has taken no notice of, 
are fo far from giving any countenance to his novel in. 
terpretation of the Sonſhip of Chriſt, that they give their 
unammons declaration in favour of the received doctrine 
of eternal generation. 

IV. Arg. is this:“ What farther proves Chriſt to 
be the Son of God, as he is God-man, is, that the 
name Son of God, is in Scripture joined with all thoſe 
other characters of Chriſt, both perſonal and official, 
which deſcribe our Saviour in his complex perſon, 


"Theſe characters are, the Son of man, Chriſt or Meſſiah, 


Jeſus or the Saviour, together with the offices he exe- 


cutes in effecting our ſalvation,” p. 63. It might ſuf. 


fice to ſay in anſwer to this argument, that it is what is 
called, by logicians, ignoratio elenchi. It proceeds upon a 
miſtake of the ſtate of the queſtion. Who denies what 
the author undertakes to prove? We readily allow, that 
the filial name is, in Scripture, joined with all the other 
characters here mentioned to deſcribe the complex per- 
ſon of Chriſt. That name is applied to every office our 
Saviour executes, to every bleſſing he has procured, to 


every honour he is raiſed to in his complex perſon. He, 


who is our Prophet, our Prieſt, and our King, is the 
Son of God. He, who, in his humbled ſtate on earth, 
by himſelf purged our ſins, and who, in his now exalt- 
ed ſtate in heaven, is on the right hand of God,—is the 
Son of God. So ſays the author, and ſo ſay we. In 


this we are perfectly agreed. Whom does he here op- 


poſe? Who among us ever did deny what he proves? 
Sophiſtical and fallacious reaſoning ! 


The 
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The only thing that occurs in the progreſs of this ar- 
gument, that is at all to the purpoſe, is a ſort of conclu- 
ſion my opponent draws from the foregoing, premiſes. 
It is to this effect, becauſe the Scriptures aſcribe theſe 
characters, with which the filial name is joined, to the 
complex perſon of Chriſt as God-man, he muſt have be- 
come the begotten Son of God, when he was conceived 
and born as the ſon of man. P. 67. This reaſoning ne- 
ceſſarily implies, that whatever is applied to him as God- 
man, belongs to him only as God- man. Let us purſue 
this argument a little farther, and we will ſee whither it 
leads, and where it will land us. The argument 1s this, 
the Scripture applies the name Son of God to Chriſt as 
God-man ; and, therefore, it belongs to him only as God- 
man : Or thus, the name Son of God is joined with 
characters which deſcribe the complex perſon of Chriſt 
as God-man ; and therefore, that name belongs to him 
only in his complex perſon as God-man. But with 
equal reaſon may I argue thus, divine names, divine at- 
tributes, divine works and divine worſhip, are, in Scrip- 
ture, joined with theſe characters which deſcribe the 
complex perſon of Chriſt, as God-man ; and therefore, 
thoſe divine names, thoſe divine attributes, thoſe divine 
works, and that divine worſhip, or, in ſhort, that divinity, 
which all theſe neceſlarily imply, belongs to him only as 
God-man : And he never would have been God had he not 
become man; his divinity commenced with his humanity, 
Abſurd hypotheſis! I need not ſtay to prove that divine 
names, attributes, works and worſhip are, in Scripture, 
joined with the characters, mentioned by the author, to 
deſcribe our Saviour's complex perſon. The incommu— 
nicable name JEHOVAH is joined with deſcriptions of his 
perſon as God-man, Iſa. xlv. 24, 25. Jer. xxili. 5. 
The title Lord in the New Teſtament, correſponding to 
Jehovah in the Old, is joined with the character Son of 
man, which is ſaid to deſcribe his complex perſon, Matth. 
X11. 8, Here he is not only ſaid to be Lord, but Lord 
of the Sabbath; which evidently beſpeaks his divinity, 
as the ſupreme Lawgiver ; the Author of that law which 
1s of univerſal and alſo perpetual obligation and uſe. 


Omniſcience 


lowing texts, denominated his only begotten Son, 1 i. 
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Omniſcience, an incommunicable perfection of the divine 
nature, is aſcribed to him in his complex perſon, Key, 
in. 18. 23. In a word, divine worthip is expreſsly join. 
ed with the charater Son of man, which is ſaid to de. 
ſeribe his complex perſon as God-man, Dan. vii. 13, 14. 
Theſe names, attributes and worſhip, expreſt in the in. 
ſtances mentioned, evidently imply divinity ; but al 
theſe things, and, conſequently that divinity, which iz 
neceſſarily imphed in them, are, in Scripture, joined with 
the characters which deſcribe the perſon of Chriſt a 
God-man. And therefore, according to our author” 
reaſoning, I might plead, that divinity belongs to Chriſt 
only in his complex perſon as God-man. He pleads, 


that becauſe the name Son of God is, in Scripture, ap. 


plied to Chriit as God-man, it muft belong to him only 
as God-man. With as much reaſon may I plead, that 
becauſe Deity is, in Scripture, applied to Chriſt as God. 
man, it belongs to him only as God- man: And he never 
was God till he became man; and never would have 
been God had he not become a complex perſon or God. 
man. Such is the neceſſary import, and the native ten- 
dency of my opponent's reaſoning. Abſurd and danger- 
dus reaſoning ! Pho? Chriſt is in ine repreſented as 
the Son of God, in his complex perſon as God - man, it 
will by no means follow, that, therefore, he is the Son 
of God only in his complex perſon, as God- man. 

To ſet this matter in a proper light, it will be neceſſz- 
ry to obſerve, that the Scripture applies the filial charac- 
ter to Chriſt in a two-fold reſpect, or on a two-fuld ac- 
count. Firſt, It is applied to him as the Second preſon+ 
al ſubſiſtence in the ſacred Trinity, on account of his e- 
ternal generation. In this ſenſe, he is not merely the 
begotten, but the only begotten Son of God, Hes 
not only a diſtin perſon from the firſt, but nearly rela- 
ted to him: Even the eternal Son of the eternal Father. 
This filiation is intirely peculiar to himſelf. There 15 
not any thing ſimilar to it among the creatures, either 
in this or the other world. Accordingly, he is, in the fol- 


edia- 


18. ili. 16, - Secondly, He is the Son of God as 
| art 
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tor. This Sonſhip belongs to him as the Head of the 
elect ſeed. Accordingly, the numerous individuals of 
that ſeed are, in his right, raiſed to the dignity of Sons. 
Hence is he ſtiled the firſt born among many brethren, 
Rom. viii. 29. Let us apply this two-fold conſideration 
of the Sonſhip of Chriſt to the preſent caſe. The au- 
thor has irrefragably proved that Chriſt is the Son of 
God in his complex perſon, or as he is Mediator. But 
what is this to the purpoſe? To do this is to do nothing. 


We always allow him to be the Son of God as he is Me- 


diator. But that he is the Son of God only as Mediator, or 
in his complex perſon as God-man, he has not yet proved; 
and, I will venture to affirm, he never will prove it. 
In one word, he is the Son of God as he is God-man, 
and he was the Son of God before he became God-man, 
He is the Son of God in his incarnate ſtate, and he was 


the Son of God prior to his incarnation ; eyer from eter- n 


nity. I ſhall now conſider the 

V. Arg. which is this: “ The firſt Perſon of the 
Trinity is ſeldom called the Father, or. the ſecond the 
Son, before our Saviour's incarnation ; and when they 
are ſo called, it is always with a view to it. But 
after his incarnation, they are commonly diſtinguiſhed by 
theſe new relations, and by the characters expreſling 
them,” p. 69. On this topic of argument, the author 
enlarges to the following purpoſe : There were inti- 
mations of a plurality of perſons in the God-head, in the 
earlieſt revelations which God gave to mankind. The 
name commonly given to the divine Three was Elohim; 
and they were all called by the name Jehovah. But for 
the ſpace of three thouſand years, from the creation down- 
wards, there was not the ſmalleſt hint that one of theſe 
divine perſons was a Father, and another a Son. But 
when the period drew nigh, at which the ſecond perſon 
was to be incarnate, the firſt two of the divine I hree, 
began to be diſtinguiſhed by the relative characters Fa- 
ther and Son. Accordingly, Pfal. ii. 7. Ixxxix. 26, 27. 


| Dan, ili. 25. Prov. xxx. 4. are to be underſtood, not as 


expreſſing a relation then ſubſiſting, but as predictions 
of the after generation of Chriſt as the Son of God, 
G Agreeably 
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Agreeably to all this, when the Apoſtle John ſpeaks of 
the ſecond ſubſiſtence in the Trinity, in his unincarnate 
ſtate, he calls him the Word, John 1. 1, 2 ; but, havin 
mentioned his incarnation, ver. 14, he then, and mol 
commonly ever after, deſigns him the Son of the Fa- 
ther. This is the ſubſtance of my opponent's reaſon. 
ing here. I dare ſay, he will do me the juſtice to ac. 
knowledge, that I have repreſented it in the ſtrongeſt 
ight. 

"Ef anſwer to it, it is to be obſerved firſt of all, that 
he is undoubtedly right in what relates to the early re. 
velations of a plurality of perſons in the undivided God. 
head. Creation, and particularly Redemption, is the 
jomt work of Elohim, or the Three-one God. And 
man was very early favoured with a revelation of this 
great work, Gen. ili. 15. And the revelation of that 
work implies the revelation of the Trinity. In it each 
of the divine Three diſplays his diſtin& perſonal glory. 
But if, by a plurality here, the author means a Trinity, 
I would aſk him, how it appears, on his principles, that 
man had ſuch early revelations of the Trinity of Per. 
ſons? How does he know that man had any revelation 
of this in the earheſt ages of the world, and of the 
Church ? He argues, that becauſe there is no e 
mention, in the Moſaic Hiſtory, of the relative characters 
Father and Son, as applied to the firſt and ſecond Per- 
ſons of the Trinity; therefore, theſe characters or rela- 
tions were not at all known in theſe times. Now, up- 
on che ſame principles, I would aſk, how he knows that 
the J rinity was revealed in the early ages of the world; 
for example, during the firſt 2000 years, from the cre- 
ation of the world downwards; the ſpace of time that 
preceded the calling of Abraham ? "The Scripture-hiſtory 
of the Church, during theſe 2000 years, is contained in 
the firſt eleven chapters of Geneſis. Now, where are 
we told, in that part of ſacred hiſtory, that there are 
three Perſons in the one undivided God-head ? Beſides, 
that part of Scripture was not written till about two thou- 
land aud five hundred years from the creation downwards. 
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Again, I would aſk, What ſort of a Trinity was it that 
my opponent can, conſiſtently with his own principles, al- 
low to have been early revealed to mankind? How did 
man, in theſe times, know that the intimations of a plu- 
rality in the God-head, mentioned in the hiſtory of the 
firſt ages of the world, meant a plurality of divine per- 
ſons? How do we know, that one divine perſon is dif- 
ferent from another ? The Scripture aſcribes one per- 
ſonal property to one, and another perſonal property to 
another; and, therefore, they muſt be different per- 
ſons. For inſtance, one divine perſon is a Father, and 
another divine perſon is a Son; and a father and a ſon 
are not only diſtinguiſhable one from another, as differ- 
ent characters which one and the fame perſon ſuſtains ; 
but they are really different perſons : And, in this man. 
ner, we hold the doctrine of the Trinity. But he in- 
ſiſts, that theſe relations which we expreſs by the rela- 
tive characters Father and Son, did not ſubſiſt among the 
divine perſons in the early ages of the world ; nor till 
about 1777 years ago. And that it was no leſs than 
3000 years, from the creation downwards, before they 
were at all heard of in the world, Now, how did, and 
how could, the Church know, during theſe 3000 years, 
that the divine perſons were really, as perſonal ſub- 
ſiſtences, diſtinct one from another? What is the cha- 
rafter. that was peculiar to the firſt? What is that by 
which the ſecond was diſtinguiſhed from the firſt and the 
third? What is the character that was peculiar to the 
third; and diſtinguiſhed him from the firſt and fecond ? 

If the Scripture-doctrine of the Trinity was at all 
known in the early ages of the world, muſt not either 
the received perſonal characters, or others, have been 
revealed, by which the divine perfons were known to 
be diſtinct one from another? Certainly. If we were to 
drop the perſonal characters, Father and Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, and reſt the doctrine of the Trinity entirely on 
fuch intimations of a plurality as that in Gen. i. 26, 
what a handle would we give to the Uuitarians? The 
author well knows, how they reject the argument which 


we take from ſuch, paſſages as that lat quoted, pretend- 
ing 
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ing that it intimates a diverſity of relations or charac · 
ters, rather than a Trinity of perſons in the God-head, 
That the name Elohim was often given to the divine 
Perſons is certain; and it intimates both a plurality and 
an unity, three in one and one in three. But the ar. 
gument taken from it, to prove the Trinity of perſons 
in the one undivided eſſence, is not at all fo clear and 
convincing as that taken from orher Scriptures, in which 
the perſonal characters are diſtinctly mentioned. 

It is here to -be obſerved, that our gracious God haz 
been pleaſed to make himſelf known eſpecially by one 
name at one period, and eſpecially by another name at 
another period. There are what are commonly called 
Old and New Teſtament names; ſuch as were more 
commonly uſed under the former, and ſuch as are more 
commonly uſed under the latter. He has all along made 
himfelf known by ſuch names as ſuited the circumſtance; 
of his Church and People. One of the Fathers enume- 
rates ten of his Hebrew names, which are expreſſive of 
his infinite being, his all-glorious perfections, his ſuper- 
eminent excellency, his ſupreme authority, his irreſiſtible 
power, and the like. But, becauſe the uſe of ſome 
names was not ſo frequent, or there is not fuch frequent 
mention of them in the Scripture-hiſtory of the Old 
Teſtament, is it fair, thence to infer, that theſe names 
were not all known in thoſe times ? 

More particularly, here, I would aſk, How does our 
author know, that the relative characters, Father and 
Son, were not at all known, for the ſpace of 3000 
years, from the creation downwards? What reaſon has 
he to think ſo? ls it becauſe they are not mentioned 
expreſsly in the hiſtory the Bible gives us of that period? 
Tf this is what he means, then it muſt be a principle with 
him, that nothing was revealed to the Church, in the 
earlieſt ages of the world, but what is expreſsly record- 
ed in the Scripture-hiſtory of theſe times. But he ſhould 
recollect, that the Church, for between two and three 
thouſand years, from the creation downwards, had not 
revelation written as we have. It was only traditionary, 


tranſmitted down by the long-lived Patriarchs, from one 
to 
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to another. Moſes was the firſt whom the Holy Ghoſt 


inſpired, to commit to writing a part of that reve- 


. 

e lation which was intended to be of laſting uſe to the 
q Church of God to the end of the world. However, 
. when Moſes was directed to write that hiſtory, that 
$ is contained in the former part of the firſt book of the 
d Pentateuch, i. e. Geneſis, it was not at all neceſlary 
h that he ſhould therein record every article of that reve- 


lation that was then made to the Church. I mean, it 
was not neceſſary that every thing that was known to the 
Church, during the ſpace. of 2000 years, from the cre- 
ation, ſhould be recorded in the firſt eleven chapters of 
Geneſis. The Scripture-hiſtory of that period is but 
very ſhort. Such things as are either entirely omitted, 
or but very ſparingly hinted in that part of facred hi- 
ſtory, are more fully, revealed in the after books of 
Scripture. And that all-wiſe Spirit, that dictated theſe 
early revelations, and inſpired Moſes to commit them to 
writing, foreſaw that this was to be the caſe. This 
may ſerve to obviate one objection that ariſes againſt the 
Moſaic hiſtory of the ſtate of the Church, and revelation 
in her for between two and three thouſand years from 
the creation; namely, that it contains only ſparing hints 
of ſome of the moſt capital articles of religion. 
| Therefore, I would aſk again, Was nothing known 
or revealed to the Church, during the firſt 2000 years 
from the creation, but what is expreſsly contained in the 
Moſaic hiſtory of that period? If the author holds that 
every thing revealed, or known to the Church, in theſe 
times, is recorded in the foreſaid hiſtory, i. e. the firſt 
eleven chapters of Geneſis, I would aſk, Whether there 
was ſuch a thing as faith in the world in the firſt ages of 
it; particularly in the ages preceding the calling of A- 
braham? If any ſay there was not, let them reconcile 
this with the words of the Apoſtle, Heb. xi. 4, 5, 6. 
If they ſay there was, I would aſk, Whether it be ex- 
preſsly mentioned in the Scripture-hiſtory of thoſe 


ot times? Now, if it obtained in thoſe times, er. 
v that there is no expreſs mention of it in the foreſai 
e chapters, why might not the relative characters Father 
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and Son be known in thoſe times, and the firſt and ſe- 
cond Perſons of the Trinity diſtinguiſhed by them, tho 
there is no expreſs mention of them in thoſe early Scrip. 
tures? Further, I would aſk, Whether the firſt eleven 
chapters of Geneſis make any mention of the laſt Judy. 
ment? If it is ſaid they do, I would aſk, In what chap. 
ter is it to be found? If it is ſaid, they do not, I would 
aſk, Whether, notwithſtanding the total ſilence of theſe 
chapters, the general \Judgment ywas revealed to the 
Church in that period? If the author ſays, it was not, 
I would deſire him to reconcile this with the words of 
the Apoſtle Jude, ver. 14. If he ſays, as the Apoſtle 
does, that it was known to the Church in that period, 
then he muſt no longer inſiſt, that every thing known to 
the Church, during the firſt 2000 years, is contained ig 
the Scripture-hiſtory of that long period ; and, therefore, 
though there is no expreſs mention, in the early Scrip 
tures, of the relative character Father as applied to the 
firſt, or the co-relative character Son as applied to the 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, theſe characters notwith- 
ſtanding might be known in thoſe times. 

It is to be conſidered. here, that the light of ſuper: 
natural revelation, like that of the natural fun, from its 
firſt appearance, was of a growing and increaſing nature, 
Song. vi. 10. As the ſacred I hree were to diſplay 
each of them his diſtin& perſonal glory, in the great 
economy and work of redemption, they made them. 
ſelves more clearly known by their different perſonal 
characters, as the period drew nigh at which that glori- 
ous work was to be accompliſhed. This accounts for 
what the author has hinted ; namely, that the relative 
characters Father and Son, as aſcribed to the firſt and 
ſecond ſubſiſtences in the all-glorious Trinity, were 
more frequently heard of in the ages immediately pre- 
ceding our Saviour's incarnation. But that theſe cha- 
racters were not at all known for 3000 years from the 
creation of the world, i. e. prior to the compoſing of 
the ſecond Pſalm by David, about a thouſand years be- 
fore Chriſt's actual incarnation, he has not yet pro- 


ved, 
The 
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The laſt thing to be attended to here, is, the ſecond 
of the Trinity, prior to his incarnationis called the Word, 

but, at and after it, he is called a Son and the Son of 
God, John i. 1. 14. But, in anſwer to this, I affirm, 
that he is called the Word as often, and, perhaps, oftner 
after the incarnation, than before it. I know that there 
are ſeveral paſſages of Old Teſtament Scripture wherein 
he has been thought to be intended by the Word. Some 
ſpeak of a variety of inſtances, in which he 1s called rhe 
Word in the hiſtory of the creation. It is the opinion of 
ſome, that he is meant in the following paſlages, 2 Sam. 
vii. 21. Pſal. xxxiil. 6. cvii. 20. Hag. ii. 5. But much 
may be ſaid for another interpretation of, at leaſt, the 
moſt of theſe paſſages. It is not pretended, that the A- 
poſtle John took the character or the name Logos, i. e. 
the Word, ſo much from the inſpired writers of the Old 
Teſtament, as from the Jewiſh paraphaſts, or the writ- 
ings of Philo the Jew. Now this name is, perhaps, as 
often applied to Chriſt after, as it is before his incar- 
nation. It is acknowledged by the author, that the fi- 
lial name is applied to Ebriſt prior to his incarnation. 
Theſe paſſages, Pſal. ii. 7. Ixxxix. 26, 27. Dan. iii. 25. 
are allowed to belong to him. And that they expreſs a 
relation ſubſiſting then as well as now, I am afterwards 
to prove. In theſe, and other paſſages of the Scriptures 
of the Old Teſtament, he is deſigned the Son, and the 
Son of God. It is not ſo evident that he is called the 
Word, at leaſt, that he is often called ſo, before his in- 
carnation, But admitting that he is, in different paſſages 
of the Old Teſtament-Scriptures, called the Word, he 
is not leſs expreſsly or leſs frequently called fo, in the 
Scriptures of the New Teſtament. All the followin 

texts have been underſtood of him. Luke i. 2. John 
v. 38. Acts xx. 32. Heb. iv. 12. xi. 3. 1 Pet. i. 23. 
2 Pet. iii. 5. And all are agreed, that he is meant by 
the Word in the following paſſages, 1 John v. 7. Rev. 
XIX. 13. 8 

Upon the whole, where is the force of the author's 
reaſoning here? Becauſe Chriſt is called the Word be- 
fore his incarnation, it is pled, that then he was not a 
| 5 Son. 
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Son. But with equal reaſon I might plead thus, he is 
called the Word poſterior to his incarnation, and there. 
fore he is not, even now, a Son. It is vain to reply, 
that after his incarnation he is expreſsly and often called 
a Son, and the Son of God; for if he is not as often, he 
is at leaſt as expreſsly called a Son, and the Son of God, 
before his incarnation, as after it. | 

VI. Arg. is this:“ Chriſt muſt be the Son of God 
as he is God-man; becauſe, as Son, he is commonly 
repreſented in Scripture as ſome how inferior and ſu. 
bordinate to the Father; and that both in his perſona 


and official character; and not only in his ſtate of humi. 


liation upon earth, but alſo of his higheſt exaltation in 
heaven,” p. 72. In the illuſtration of his argument, i 
is acknowledged, that as the complex perſon of Chriſt, 
as God-man, includes the eternal Word, or Second ſub- 
ſiſtence in the ever-blefled Trinity, in reſpect of it he i 
equal to the Father, even one with him, agreeably t 
John x. 30. 38. xiv. 7. 10, 11. But it is pled, that, 
as Son, he is commonly repreſented as inferior and ſu- 
*bordinate to the Father. And for proof of this, ſeveral 
paſſages of Scripture are quoted ; eſpecially the following, 
x7 v. 19,—30. xiv, 28. 31. In the former, our blel- 
ed Lord is introduced, ſpeaking thus, ver. 19. Verily, ve 
rily 1 ſay unto you, The Son can do nothing of himſelf, but 
what he ſeeth the Father do For what things ſoever it 
doth, theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe. ver. 20. For the Fa 
ther loveth the Son, and ſhewth him all things that himſel 
doth e And he will ſhew him greater works than theſe, thit 
ye may marvel. ver. 21. For as the Father raiſeth up tit 
dead, and quickeneth them ; even ſo the Son quickeneth 
whom he will. ver. 22. For the Father judgeth no mai, 
but hath committed all judgment unto the Son. ver. 23. Thi 
all men ſhould honour the Son, even as they honour the Father. 
He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the Father thut 
hath ſent him. ver. 24. Verily, &c. ver. 25. Verily, & 
ver. 26. For as the Father hath life in himſelf, ſo hath le 
given to the Son to have life in himſelf, ver. 27. And hath 
given him authority to execute judgment alſo, becauſe be i 
the Son of man. ver. 28. Marvel, &, ver. 29. And, &- 
ver. 30 
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ver. 30. I can of mine own ſelf do nothing - As hear I 
judge: And my judgment is juſt ; becauſe I ſeek not mine 
own will, but the will of the Father which hath ſent me. In 
the other paſſage, Chap. xiv. ver. 28. our Lord affirms 
thus, My Father is greater than I, and ver. 31. That the 
world may know that I love the Father, and as the Father 
gave me commandment, even ſo I do. The author allo re- 
fers to Phil. ii. 6,—11. 1 Cor. xv. 28. Ephel. i. 3. 
1 Pet. i. 3- Theſe are the paſſages he cites to prove, 
that Chriſt, as Son, is, in Scripture, repreſented as 
inferior and ſubordinate to the Father, It might be ſuf. 
ficient to ſay, in anſwer to this argument, that it proves 
what none deny. How unhappy is my opponent in 
ſtating his arguments? Why does he ſo largely prove 
what is not denied? The proofs, he has brought from 
Scripture, inconteſtibly prove two things. Namely, that 
the title Son belongs, and, in Scripture, is aſcribed to 
Chriſt as Mediator; and that, as Mediator, he is infe- 
rior and ſubordinate to the Father. Thefe two things 
he has irrefragably proved; and more he has not prov- 
ed. But theſe are things that never were denied by any 
of us. Does not the author know, that we hold 
F Chriſt to be the Son of God, in a twofold reſpect ; as 
he is the ſecond Perſon of the all-glorious Trinity, and 
as he is Mediator? In many places, the filial character is 
applied to him in the laſt view; and, in all thofe places, 
he is repreſented as inferior to the Father. For as Me- 
diator he is, and ever mult be ſubordinate to the Father. 
That the paſſages quoted, relate to him in his Mediato- 
ry character, 1s evident, Part of the quotations from 
John v. has, indeed, been underſtood to relate to Chriſt 
as the ſecond Perſon of the irinity. But the whole 
paſſage applies welf to him in his Mediatory capacity. 
As a certain evidence that Sonthip belongs to Chriſt, as 
the ſecond perſonal ſubſiſtence in the God-head, as real- 
Iv as it does to him in his Mediatory character ; it is a- 
{cribed to him in various places of Scripture, which are 
lo far from implying his inferiority to the Father, that 
they expreſsly aſſert his equality, even his oneneſs with 
him. As Son, he is W repreſented as equal 

o 


, 


tho” he never had been incarnate, or become God-man; 


Does not this imply, that he is not alwavs, as Son, repre- 


as ſecond Perſon in the God-head, and as Mediator? Tot 
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to the Father, and one with him, John v. 18.—Chap. 
x. 33. 36. The Son, equally with the Father, gathers 
the wind in his fiſts ; he binds the waters in a garment ; he 
eſtabliſhes all the ends of the earth, Prov. xxx. 4. As 
the Sor, he is the Creator of all worlds, Heb. i. 2. In 
one word, he is, as the Son, the object of religious 
worſhip, Matth. xxviii. 19. Is not Chriſt, in theſe in. 
ſtances, repreſented, in his filial character, as equal ta 
the Father? Who will ſay, that, as the Creator of the 
world, or as the object of religions Worſhip, he is infe. 
rior to the Father? Had it been proved that Chriſt is al. 
ways, in his filial character, repreſented as inferior to the 
Father, the cauſe had been fo far gained againſt vs. 
But this my neighbour does not pretend. He ſays, 
which we readily allow, that, as the Son, he is often in 
Scripture repreſented as inferior to the Father. Sonſhip 
is often aſcribed to him as Mediator, and, in this charac. 
ter, he is, and always muſt be, inferior and ſubordinate 
to the Father. What he muſt prove, otherwiſe he 
proves nothing, is, that, as Son, he is always repreſent. 
ed as inferior to the Father. If there is but one Scrip- 
ture text in all the Bible, and I have ſhown that there are 
many, in which Sonſhip is aſcribed to him as the Father's 
equal, the author's reaſoning here goes for nothing: 
Chriſt muſt be the Son of God, as the ſecond Perſon of 
the God-head,—by a generation that obtained from eter- 
nity, and that 1s no way dependent upon his Mediatory- 
office : By a filiation that would have belonged to him 
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and conſequently has a far more ancient, a far more 
noble ground than his incarnation. 

Might not the author's argument be retorted upon 
him? He pleads, that the Scripture commonly repreſents 
Chriit, in his filtal character, as inferior to the Father. 


ſented as inferior to the Father? Muſt not Sonſhip be- 
long to Chriſt, according to this reaſoning, in a twofold 
reſpect, that is, both as equal, and as inferior to the Fa- 
ther? Mutt he not, therefore, be the Son of God, both 


1 


propoſed and anſwered. 59 


it is, in the former view, that he is equal, and, in the 
latter reſpe&, that he is inferior to the Father. Thus 
the argument confutes its author. 

Upon the whole, nothing is here proved, but what 
we readily grant, namely, That Chriſt as Mediator is 
the Son of God, and that as a Mediator, he is inferior 
to the Father. But what my opponent had to prove, 
namely, That he is the Son of God only as he is Mediator, 
or, that as the ſecond Perſon in the God-head he is not the 
Son of the firſt, is, as much as ever, unproved : And, I 
will add, ever will remain incapable of being proved. 
VII. Arg. is as follows: © What farther proves 
that Chriſt is the Son of God in his complex perſon, is, 
that this explication of our Saviour's Sonſhip, and this 
only, agrees with all the different characters aſcribed in 
Scripture to the Son of God, and reconciles all the 
Scriptures that have been urged in proof of the other 
explications of it, and ſo has the univerſal voice of revela- 
tion joining in proof of it,” p. 76. Here the author conde- 
ſcends on the following characters. One and the ſame 
W perſon is ſaid to be the Son of God and the Son of Man, 
a Pſal. ii. 7. Dan. vii. 13. In one place he affirms, I and 
my Father are one; in another, my Father is greater 
than I, John x. 30. xiv. 28. On one occaſion it is de- 
clared of him, That he knoweth all things on another, 
That he knoweth not the time of the general judgment, 


That he can do all things ; at another, that of himſelf he 
can do nothing but what he ſceth the Father do, Phil. iii. 21. 
John v. 30. In one place he is called, God over all, 
and bleſſed for ever ; in another, affirmed to be /ubjec? 
ty the Father, Rom. ix. 5. 1 Cor. xv. 28. In theſe in- 
ſtances the author exemplifies the different characters 
and Scriptures with which, he ſays, his explication of 
the Sonſhip of Chriſt, and his only, agrees; and which 
it, and it only, reconciles. | 

Here it is inſinuated, that our explicatiou of Chriſt's 
Sonſhip, i. e. the received doctrine of eternal genera- 
tion, is incompatible with the different characters aſcri- 
bed to him in Scripture ;, and that it makes one Scrip- 
. ture 


John xxi. 17. Mark xii. 32. At one time it is ſaid, 
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ture to claſh with another. But I hope to ſhew imme. 
diately, that theſe inſinuations are entirely groundleſs; 
that all the Scriptures cited above, and the different 
characters they expreſs, are fully conſiſtent with the re. 
ceived doctrine ; and, therefore, according to my oppo- 
nent's reaſoning, it muſt be the true explication of 
Chriſt's Sonſhip. His reaſoning evidently proceeds up. 
on a ſuppoſition, that the explication of our Lord's Son- 
ſhip, which agrees with the different characters aſcribed 
to him in Scripture, and reconciles the ſeveral Scrip. 
tures relating to that great ſubject, is the true one. 
Now, if 1 can make it appear, that the received doc- 
trine does fo, it muſt, upon his own principles, be 
admitted to be the true explication of the ſubjet, 
And, in the entry, it may be obſerved, that there are 
certain obvious conſiderations of Chriſt, which, if duly at: 
tended to, will furniſh an obvious ſolution of the diff- 
culties which ariſe from the ſeemingly jarring charadter 
the Scriptures aſcribe to Chriſt. He is to be conſiderel 
both as the ſecond ſubliſtence in the ſacred Trinity, and 
as Mediator; and he is to be conſidered. both prior to 
his incarnation, when he poſleſſed only the divine na 
ture; and poſterior to it, when he poſſeſſes two natures 
the divine and the human ; and, in theſe ſeveral views 
he is the Son of God. Had my neighbour attended, 2 
he ought, to theſe conſiderations, he would have ſeen 
at once, that there is not the ſmalleſt ground for the in. 
ſinuations he throws out againſt our doctrine. He would 
have been effectually convinced, that that doctrine is per- 
fectly conſiſtent with all the different characters aſcribed 
to Chriſt as the Son of God. Some of theſe character 
relate to him as ſecond ſubſiſtence in the Trinity ; and, 
therefore, equal to the Father; others apply to him 2 
Mediator, and ſo inferior to the Father. Some refe! 
eſpecially to his divinity ; others eſpecially to his hum? 
nity. I ſhall now reſume the different characters men 
tioned by the author, and ſhew that they all comp" 
well with the received doctrine of eternal generation, 3 
it is held by us, and ever has been held in the Churd 
of God throughout the world, 
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Chriſt is the Son of God, both as ſecond Perſon in the 
God-head, and likewiſe as Mediator; and he is the Son 
of man, or Mary is his mother, in reſpect of his huma- 
nity. As ſecond Perſon in the God-head he is equal; 
and as Mediator he is inferior and ſubordinate to the 


if Father. In reſpec of his divinity he knows all things; 
d. WT in reſpe& of his humanity he knew not the day of judg- 
n ment, during his ſtate of humiliation upon earth; though 


it is likely that, even as man, he knows it in his now 
exalted ſtate in heaven. A vaſt increaſe of knowledge, 
no doubt, is a part of that glory, of which his huma- 
nity is now in poſſeſſion. As God he can do all things; 
and when it is ſaid, John v. 3o. that of himſelf he can 
do nothing, it evidently is to be underſtood of him as 
Mediator; in which character he is the Father's hono- 
rary ſervant, and muſt ever act in ſubordination to him. 
= La/ly, In reſpect of his divinity, he is God over all, and 
= bleſſed for ever; but as Mediator he was on earth, and 
ſtill is, in heaven, ſubje&t to the Father. Theſe hints 
W muſt convince every difcerning and impartial perſon, that 
our doctrine is perfectly conſiſtent with all the different 
characters aſcribed in Scripture to Chriſt as the Son of 


God as Mediator, or held, that he ceaſed to be the Son 
of God when he became man, there might be ſome 
room for the inſinuations or objections brought againſt 
= our doctrine. But who among us denies the one or 
& holds the other? Upon the whole, does not this argu- 

ment, like ſome foregoing ones, militate againſt its au- 
thor? Might we not here fight him with his own wea- 


pons? He pleads that Chriſt, as the Son of God, is 


ceſſarily follow, that he muſt be the Son of God, both 
as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, and as God-man ? For 
it is in the former view that he is equal to the Father 
as It 1s in the latter that he is inferior to him. Thus, 
the doctrine of eternal generation perfectly agrees with 
all the different characters which the Scripture aſcribes 
to Chriſt as the Son of God, and has the univerſal and 
conſiſtent voice of revelation in proof of it. 


W God. If we either denied, that Chriſt is the Son of 


both equal and inferior to the Father. Does it not ne- 


In 
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century; and he holds this great doctrine in as expreſs 


* 


In the end of this chapter, a few things farther are 
thrown out againſt the received doctrine, and in ſupport 
of the novel explication of Chriſt's Soniſhip. Only two 
things here deſerve any notice. | 

Firſt, It is pled, in ſupport of the new opinion, “ that 
eit has the general belief of the Church in its primitive 
© and pureſt ſtate,” p. 80. As to this aſſertion; it might 
be aſked, What is meant by it? Does it mean that the 
new opinion concerning Chriſt's Sonthip, is the doctrine 
of the Prophets and Apoitles? Is not this the very thing 
the author had to prove? Has he proved it? No; and, 
I will venture to affirm, he never will prove it. Does 
he mean that his explication and view of the matter was 
held in the apoſtolic Churches, or in the ages immedi. 
ately ſucceeding the apoſtolic? We readily allow, that 
the apoſtolic Churches, obſerving that beautiful order 
which the all-wiſe Head had appointed, and his Apoſtles 
had ſettled among them, ſerve for models and exemplar 
to us. But in what apoſtolic Church, or what after 
Church, was not eternal generation held? What pot 
nicene, nay, what ante-nicene father; what orthodox 
council, particular or general, did not hold it? The 
time would fail me to enumerate the many thoufands and 
ten thouſands, who lived and died in the belief and pro- 
fellion of this great doctrine; and that both before and 
after the Council of Nice. It is expreſsly avowed by 
Ignatius, who is known to have lived very early. He 
not only liyed in the apoſtolic age, but was a diſciple of 
the Apoſtle John, and particularly acquainted with him; 
conſequently muſt have had the fulleſt knowledge of 
the ſentiments of that and the other Apoſtles : And he 
holds the doctrine of eternal generation in as explicit 
terms as we do. Is it not alſo vouched by Juſtin 
Martyr, who, as is well known, lived very early? 
It would appear that he flouriſhed early in the ſecond 


terms as the former. Is it not recognized by Irenzus? 
He is ſaid to have been a diſciple of Polycarpus, who, 
we are told, in his younger years, was a hearer of 
Apoſtle John in Aſia; and he, in as explicit terms : 
| an 
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any of the other two, holds the doctrine of eternal ge- 

eration. But why do I mention individuals? Who of 
all the illuſtrious Fathers and venerable Councils did not 
hold the eternal generation of Chriſt as the Son of God? 
hat our author ſhould allow himſelf to inſinuate that 
t crept into the Church about the time of the Council of 
Nice, in the fourth century, is truly amazing ; it is an 
xpreſs article of the moſt antient creeds, fuch as were 


ne Wcompoſed before, as well as thoſe that were compoſed 
fer the Council of Nice. For inſtance, it is taught, in 
, plicit terms, in what is called Symbolum Antioche- 


um, which is known to have been compoſed upwards 
f fifty years before the Council of Nice. 

Secondly, It is pled, in favour of the author's explica- 
ion of our Lord's Sonſhip, that the Apoſtles “ creed 
W<* repreſents this article in the preciſe light in which he 
has placed it,” p. 82. This creed is ſo called in contra- 
iſtinction to other ſymbols or creeds, which were nume— 
1 rous in the firſt ages of Chriſtianity. Whether that creed 
as compoſed by the Apoſtles, or not, is a queſtion. 
* Tho? it is not certain that it was compoſed by them, it 


been explained by ſome of the moſt judicious and learn- 
ed of different denominations? Was it ever underſtood 
by any, as placing the Sonſhip of Chriſt in this light? 
ever. It is truly amazing that ſo many; and men of 
ſuch learning and penetration, ſhould all have miſinter- 
W preted it. But is this new interpretation really the true 
one? Will the words of the creed bear it? Let us re— 
W peat them, they will ſpeak for themſelves. It runs 
| thus :—* I believe in God the Father Almighty ; maker 
of heaven and earth. And in Jeſus Chriſt his only Son 
our Lord, who was conceived by the power of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, &c. Whether is the Catholic interpretation 
of theſe words, or the novel explication, the true ſenſe 


of 
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of them? Who, that is not under the influence of pre. 
judice or prepoſſeſſion, can heſitate a moment to pro- 
nounce in favour of the former? Is not Chriſt here re. 
preſented as the Son of God prior to his being conceived, 
and born as the Son of man? Is not the filial character 
here aſcribed to him as the ſecond Perſon of the Irini. 
ty ? Is not this the natural, the conſiſtent, the obvious 
meaning of the words? Surely, And in this ſenſe they 
ever have been interpreted and underſtood. 

J have now replied largely to every thing, I obſerve( 
in the Treatiſe, in favour of the new opinion concerning 
the Generation and Sonſhip of our bleſſed Saviour. My 
anſwers, I flatter myſelf, will convince all unprejudiced 
and diſcerning perſons, that the arguments adduced in 
ſupport of that unſcriptural opinion, are no more than 
ſpecious appearances, calculated for impoſing upon the 
Ignorant and unwary, who cannot, or, at leaſt, do not 
think for themſelves, but rather take things upon truſt, 
And, therefore, the great doctrine of the Eternal Ge. 
neration and Sonſhip of Chriſt, notwithſtanding this un- 
expected and vigorous attack from one, once a friend, 
tho' now an enemy, remains as firm, unmoved and un. 
ſhaken as ever, 
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Several Conſiderationt ſuggeſted, io point out the 
antiſcriptural and dangerous tendency of the 


New Hypothe/zs. 


AVING endeavoured to give a true account of 
H the New Notion concerning the Sonſhip of Chriſt ; 
and to anſwer the arguments urged in ſupport of it : I 
ſhall now ſuggeſt a few conſiderations, to point out, far- 
ther, the abſurd nature and noxious tendency of this new 
ſcheme. 

1. According to it, human generation, and particular- 
ly a new theory of it invented about an hundred years 
ago, is made the criterion and teſt of the generation of 
the only begotten Son of God: The former is to regu- 
late our views of the latter. I need only repeat here 
our author's ſecond argument in proof of his novel ex- 
plication of our Lord's Sonthip : He pleads, “ that it 
« agrees perfectly with the notion of generation, which 
« is uniformly declared in Scripture to be the foundation 

“ of our Saviour's Sonſhip; and conſequently is the 
| © criterion and teſt by which the proper ſenſe of this 
character muſt be determined.” Strange! Is a whim- 
ſical theory of human generation to be conſidered as the 
ſtandard or touchſtone of the generation of the only be- 
gotten Son of God ? Is divine generation accommodated 
to that which is human? Is the great God ſuppoſed to 
8 after the manner of mortal man? Is the divine 

ather ſuppoſed to require the concurrence of a female 
parent in the procreation of a Son? Shocking thought! 
The abſurdity of ſuch a ſuppoſition is repreſented more 
fully Chap iii. to which I refer the reader. | 

2. According to the new ſcheme, the generation of 
Chriſt as the Son of God, could not be properly under- 
ſtood till about an hundred years ago; becauſe the know - 
ledge of it depends upon a certain theory of human ge- 
neration, which never was known till about that time, 
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Our author pleads, that, in order to a proper diſcovery 


of the Sonſhip of Chriſt, it is of the utmoſt importance 
to aſcertain the juſt notion of generation, that is, ani- 
malcular generation, p. 25. He adds, that it is from 
inaccurate ideas of generation, that many, if, not 
moſt, of the erroneous notions concerning the Sonſhip of 
Chriſt have proceeded, p. 25, 26. Did all, who lived 
in the ages preceding the diſcovery of animalcular gene- 
ration, labour under the moſt unhappy miſtakes concern- 
ing that fundamental article, the eternal generation of 
Chriſt as the Son of God? Did the great Prophet reveal 
to the Church, the filial character ſome thouſands of 
years before it was poſſible for her, in the nature of 
things, to underſtand the juſt import, or the true ground 
of it? Was the ſpirit of wiſdom and revelation promiſed 


to guide the diſciples into all truth? Did he deſcend, for 


this end, in a copious and plentiful manner on the me- 
morable day of Pentecoſt? And were they, after all, 1gno- 
rant of the true ground, and proper import of our Lord's 
Sonſhip? Does our author really think, that all, who 
have gone before him, ſo far miſunderſtood theſe impor- 
tant and intereſting things? How 1 injurious is the ſuppo- 
ſition ! 

3. According to the new notion of the generation of 
Chriſt, as the Son of God, he ought to be called the Son 
of the Holy Ghoſt, rather than of the firſt Perſon of the 
Trinity. The firſt Perſon, agreeably to the order of 
ſubliſtence, which is obſerved in operation, is ſaid to call 
the ſecond to his mediatory office and work; and to fur- 
niſh him with that human nature in which he was to ac- 
compliſh it. Accordingly, he is ſaid to ſend forth his e- 
ternal Son in the fulneſs of time, and to prepare a body, 
that is, a compleat human nature for him. Gal. iv. 4. 
Heb. x. 5. Both theſe paſſages evidently relate to the 
incarnation of Chriſt. But in none of them is the firſt 
Perſon ſaid to beget the ſecond on that occaſion, The 
Scriptures often mention the concern of the firſt Perſon 
in the incarnation of the ſecond, but they no where at- 
firm that the latter was begorten by the former when 
that event happened. Nay, the Scripture, every where, 


aſcribes 
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aſcribes the formation of that humanity, which the ſe- 
cond Perſon aſſumed, to the ſpecial agency of the Holy 
Ghoſt : And, therefore, if it was in his incarnation that 
our bleſſed Saviour was generated as the Son of God, he 
muſt be the Son of the Holy Ghoſt, rather than of the 
' firſt Perſon of the Trinity. It may be alledged here, 
that, tho” the Scripture frequently mentions the particu- 
lar concern of the Holy Ghoſt 'in the incarnation of 
Chriſt, it no where affirms that the former begat the 
latter. It is eaſy to anſwer, That the Scripture as little 
affirms that the ſecond Perſon was begotten by the firſt 
at his incarnation ; and when it mentions the concern of 
the firſt and third Perſons in the incarnation of Chriſt, it 
applies to the latter expreſſions that would ſeem to ap- 
proach nearer to generation, than any it apphes to the 
former. Accordingly, the Angel appriſed the Virgin, 
that the Holy Ghoſt was to come upon her, and the power of 
the Higheſt was to overſhadow her : And therefore, alſo that 
holy thing which was to be born of her, was to be called the 
Sen of God, Luke i. 35. It is faid, Matth. i. 18. That 
Mary was found with child of the Holy Ghoſt. And ver, 
20. that which was conceived in her was of the Holy Ghoſ?. 
Thus it was the third, rather than the firſt Perſon, that 
was peculiarly concerned in the incarnation of Chriſt; and 
therefore, I ſay again, if it was in his incarnation that 
he was generated as the Son of God, he muſt be the Son 
of the if 

Trinity. Abſurd ſcheme ! 

4. The New Opinion, inſtead of exalting, degrades 
our divine Lord; holding his Sonſhip to be, at leaſt in 
point of antiquity, inferior to that of many creatures. 
According to it, the Angels had the honour to be the 
Sons of God four thouſand years before he acquired 
that high character. Nay, according to it, the firſt 
Adam was the Son of God, long before the ſecond. 
What is ſtill more unaccountable, this ſcheme makes 
the Sonſhip of Chriſt, the all-glorious Head of the myſtical 
body, to be poſterior to that of many thouſands of the 


n members. What! Is not Chriſt as the Son of God, as well 
ö, as in every other character, ſuperiur to all creatures in 
55 this, 


oly Ghoſt, rather than of the firſt Perſon of the 
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this, and alſo the other world? Is not his Sonfhip, in 
point of antiquity, as well as in all other reſpects, ſu- 
perior to that of angels and men? Is not the ſecond 
Adam, in every view, ſuperior to the firſt? Is it not 
extremely prepoſterous to ſuppoſe, that any of the mem- 
bers of the myſtical body obtained the honour of Son- 
ſhip before the Head? Does not their Sonſhip preſup- 

oſe his? Is it not as the God and Father of our Lord 
. Teſus Chriſt, that he becomes our God and Father ? 
Does not his divine Father acknowledge him to be, as 
he certainly is, his firſt- born, Pſal. Ixxxix. 27.? Whence 
was it, that the firſt-born, under the law, was more ho- 
nourable than his younger brethren ? was it not by pri- 
mo-geniture or birth-right? Muſt not the Sonſhip of 
Chriit, therefore, be prior to that of all creatures? 
purely, He is the firſt. born among many brethren, 
Rom. viii. 29, He is the firſt-born of every creature, 
Col. i. 15. 

5. The New Opinion holds the Sonſhip of Chriſt to 
depend upon his mediatory office. It reſtricts the filial 
character to the complex perſon of Chriſt as God-man. 
Now it certainly was in virtue of his undertaking the 
mediatory office and work, that he became a complex 
perſon, or God- man. Thus his filial character is entirely 
adventitious. Had not man ſinned, and had not the 
ſecond Perſon engaged to be the Saviour, there never 
had been a divine Father or a divine Son. Rather than 
ſtay to ſhew, as others have done, how unſcriptural and 
dangerous it is to make the Sonſhip of Chriſt the reſult 
of his deſignation to the mediatory office, I ſhall, at 
preſent, only deſire the author to reconcile this with his 
own reaſoning againſt thoſe who hold the title Son, as 
applied to Chriſt, to be an economical or official charac- 
ter, p. 44, 45, 46, 47- ; 

6. The new notion concerning the Sonſhip of Chriſt 
explodes, at leaſt, two of the received perſonal charac- 
ters, without ſubſtituting others in their place; and, 
therefore, has a remote tendency to ſubvert the Scrip- 
ture- doctrine of a Trinity in the one undivided God- 
head. I do not ſay our author intended this. I cone 
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tably think he meant the reverſe. But, as I ſaid for- 
merly, the deſign of the worker is one thing, and the 
tendency of the work itſelf another. He holds, that 
the paternal character of the firſt Perſon, and the filial 
character of the ſecond, are acceſſory titles. The ſecond 
never had been a Son, had he not undertaken the me- 
diatory office; conſequently, the firſt had not been a 
Father. The one neceſlarily implies the other. Thus 
he reſigns the received perſonal properties, by which 
the co-eternal Three have been known and diſtinguithed 
one from another. But is not this, in effect, to give up 
with the Trinity? How has the great doctrine of the 
Trinity hitherto been maintained in the Church? The 
orthodox have evinced, from Scripture, that there are 
three diſtin&t perſona] characters, aſcribed to three di- 
vine ſubſiſtences, namely, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. 
Theſe are not ſuch different characters or relations, as 
one and the ſame perſon may ſuſtain, but different per- 
ſonal characters, i. e. ſuch as are incompetent for one 
and the ſame perſon; and, therefore, muſt belong to 
different perſons, The firſt two have been known and 
diſtingutthed by the relative characters Father and Son; 


and a father and a ſon muſt always be two differ. 


ent perſons, though related to one another. I ſay, in 
this manner the orthodox have hitherto irrefragably 
proved, and uniformly held the great doctrine of the 
ſacred Trinity. But our author has exploded theſe re- 
ceived perſonal properties. What is the conſequence ? 
He muſt either ſubſtitute others in their place, or re- 
nounce his belief of the Trinity. This 1s the alterna- 
tive; he has no other choice. 

7. The author's ſcheme is, to uſe his own words, 
A new explication of our Saviour's Sonſhip, and a 
great innovation in the Chriſtian ſyiiem.” The 


Proteſtant Churches do not pretend to infallibility, but 


that they ſhould all have hitkerto erred concerning an 
article, than which none in all the Chriſtian ſyſtem is of 
greater importance, is a thing perfectly incredible, 
The command is, go forth by the footſteps of the flock, 
Song. i, 8, Aud, aſk for the old paths, and watk 

therein, 
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therein. Jer. vi. 16. The ſingularity of our author's 
ſcheme has frequently reminded me of what was ſaid 
concerning Iſhmael, Gen. xvi. 12. His hand is againſt 
every man, and every man's hand is againſt him. He 
cannot pretend that ever his opinion was held by any. 
Nay, it was impoſſible in the nature of things, that it 
could be known to any till within theſe few years, 
The very ground-work of it, as I ſaid before, is a 
ſcheme of human generation, altogether unknown in 
the world, till a fanciful Philoſopher diſcovered, rather 
dreamed it, towards the end of the laſt century. 

Has the Eternal Generation of Chriſt, been univerſally 
and invariably held in the Church of God throughout the 
world? Was it held in the earlieſt as it has been in the 
later ages of the Chriſtian Church? Was it authoriſed 
by the moſt famous Councils; ſuch as that ecumenical 
one, conſiſting of ſeveral hundreds of members col. 
lected from different quarters, which met at Nice early 
in the fourth century? Has it been recognized by the 
moſt venerable Aſſemblies that have met in later times; 
ſuch as that which met at Weſtminiter about the mid- 
dle of the laſt century? Has it been maintained by fo 
many myriads near and dear to the Lord ; perſons emi- 
nently favoured with the ſpirit of all truth? How great 
then, and how dangerous, is the innovation! With 
what deliberat:on and felf-difidence ſhould the author 
have adventured to advance any thing new on fo ſub- 
lime a ſubject? Has he duly attended to the ſublimity 
of the ſubject; and the oddneſs of his notion? Sure am 
I, if he would but reflect a moment, the ſingularity of his 
opinion, beſides other conſiderations, would be matter 
of the moſt ſerious thought and concern to him. 

8. This new icheme is diametrically oppoſite to the 
Scripture-account of the incarnation of Chriſt, The 
Scripture, every where, repreſents Chriſt's incarnation 
as a chief part of his humiliation ; but the new opinion 
holds it rather to be a part of his exaltation. If it was 
in his incarnation that he was generated as the Son of 
God, the incarnation, inſtead of debaſing, greatly raiſed 
and exalted him : It raiſed him to a new honour ; 1 
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ſuch a honour as he never, otherwiſe, would have ob. 
tained. Is it not his honour, and great honour, to be 
the Son of God? His Son in a ſenſe infinitely too high 
for any creature, either in this or in the other world ? 
That the incarnation, inſtead of debaſing, raiſed him to 
a new honour, our author ſeems expreſsly to allow, p. 
48. But I would alk, does the Scripture warrant any 
man, to repreſent Chr iſt's incarnation in this light? Does 
not the Scripture invariably repreſent it as debaſing, 
rather than exalting him ? Surely. Let the reader con- 
ſult Phil. ii. 7, 8. Heb. ji. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18. And, the 
incarnation has been thought to be included in Epheſ. 
iv. 9. where the Apoſtle ſpeaks of Chriſt's deſcending 
into the lower parts of the earth. This is agreeable to 
the manner in which the Pſalmiſt expreſſes his formation 
and growth in his mother's womb, Pſal. cxxxix. 15. 
where he ſpeaks of his being curiouſly wrought in the 
low?/t parts of the earth. 

Laſtly, The new ſcheme cannot be defended without 
the pitiful expedient, of explaining ſome of the moſt 
illuſtrious and evangelical paſſages in all the Scriptures, 
entirely away from Chriſt ; ſuch as that truly precious 
and conſolatory paſſage, Prov. viii. 22. and downwards, 
and that in chap. xxx. 4. It is not only refuſed that theſe 
paſſages.relate to Chriſt's Eternal Generation and Son- 
ſhip, but that they relate to him at all. Long has it 
been matter of complaint that there is fo little of Chriſt 
to be found in many ſermons ; but what fhall we think 
of an attempt to banith him out of a conſiderable part 
of the Bible itſelf? Has not our author's low interpreta- 
tion of the paſſages referred to, the appearance of an 
attempt and defign of this fort? It is but a poor excuſe 
for him to plead, that he has others before him, or that 
concur with him in his interpretation of thoſe paſlages. 
I could mention ſome of the moſt evangelical texts in 
ail the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, and texts too 
that the inſpired writers of the New Teſtament have 
applied to Chriſt, which ſome learned writers have, not- 
withſtanding, preſumed to explain away from him ; ſuch 
as Ifa, lili, chapter, Mic. v. 2. and many others. A 
' f learned 
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learned man, who flouriſhed almoſt two hundered years 
ago, is famous, rather infafhous, for this. Why ſhould 
our author follow an example, ſo injurious and undu- 
tiful to him, of whom Moſes and all the other prophets 
did write; and to whom they all gave witneſs? I hall 
not inſiſt farther on ſo diſagreeable a topic. The fore- 

oing hints may ſerve, in ſome meaſure, to point out 
the abſurd nature and the dangerous tendency of the 
new ſcheme. How ſhort-ſighted and apt to err are 
we! The attempt to ſet the Sonſhip of Chriſt in a new 
light, ſeems to have been well meant. But, alas, it ob- 
ſcures what it was intended to elucidate. Let us take 
warning from ſuch an example, and beware of affecting 
to be wiſe above what is written ; leſt we become vain 
in our imaginatinns, and our fooliſh hearts be darkened ; 
and profeſſing ourſelves to be wiſe, we become fools. | 
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The Received Doctrine of the Eternal Generation 
of Chriſt, as the Son of God, repreſented. 


WE have ſtated the novel opinion concerning our 
Lord's Sonſhip. We have likewiſe conſidered 
the arguments adduced in proof of it. And we have 
pointed out, in a variety of reſpects, the abſurd and per- 
nicious tendency of that ſcheme. It now remains, that 
we endeavour to vindicate and confirm the received 
doctrine of the eternal generation of Chriſt as the Son of 
God. In order to a proper eſtabliſhment of this great 
point, it will be neceſſary to remove the objections ad- 
vanced againſt it; and then to confirm it by proofs from 
the Scriptures. But, to pave the way for all this, it 
will be proper, firſt of all, to ſtate as plainly as poſſible, 
that important doctrine ; particularly, in oppoſition to 


that miſrepreſented and unfair account of it which our 
author has given, This is what we intend to do in this | 


cha ter. ; ; 
Fg 1 


2 ' | 
-*" ## . . m + Abs. 4 8 1 * F _ 1 
WO. * ä BH Gs... | 6 | 
FOR \ . 1 N 4 W. 1 on * | , 
4 : of 1 * * 2 , ? A "= Us. D _ 


* 


he received Doctrine of the eternal generation, &c. 73 


It may not be improper here to remind the reader, 
that the Scripture-do&rine of the ſacred Trinity, is the 
chief article of revealed religion. The ancient Jews 
uſed to call it the myſtery of myſteries. And, there- 
fore, it is highly neceſſary, that we be acquainted with 
it, ſo far as it is revealed, and capable of being known 
by us. What we hold, in ſhort, is, that, in the one 
undivided God-head, there are three diſtin& perſonal 
ſubſiſtences diſtinguiſhed, though not divided one from 
another, by the incommunicable perſonal characters 
which the Scriptures aſcribe to them; to aſcertain and 
expreſs their different modes of ſubſiſtence or diſtinct 
perſonalities. The God-head itſelf is numerically one. 
Three human perſons have one ſpecific nature; but the 
divine Three have all one numerical or individual na- 
ture. One individual created nature cannot ſubſiſt in 
two or more perſons; but the divine nature, though nu- 
merically one, never did, and never could ſubſiſt, but in 
three diſtinct perſons. So great is the diſparity betwixt 
infinite and finite. N 

Thus, the one undivided God-head does, and always 
did, admit of three different modes of ſubſiſtence. It 
equally belongs to three different perſons. It ſubſiſts, 
after a different manner, in each of theſe perſons. And, 
r therefore, conſidered as perſons, they are really diſtinct 
d one from another. The perſonality of the firſt is dif- 


e ferent from that of the ſecond and third; the perſo- 
- nality of the ſecond, is different from that of the firſt 
t and third ; and the perſonality of the third is different 
d from that of the other two. The God-head ſubſiſts in 
f the firſt Perſon as a father, in the ſecond as a ſon, and 
It in the third as proceeding from both. Thus, paternity 
. is peculiar to the firſt Perſon, filiation to the ſecond, and 
n proceſſion to the third. The firſt as a father, begets; 
it the ſecond as a ſon is begotten ; and the third proceeds 
e, from both the father and the ſon. 


o This laſt article long divided the Eaftern and Weſt- 
ar ern, or the Greek and Latin Churches ; the former 
11s holding, that the Holy Ghoſt proceeds only from the 

Father. But we hold his proceſſion from both the Fa- 
It K | ther 
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ther and the Son. The firſt Perſon neither is begotten 
nor proceeds ; the ſecond Perſon neither begets nor 
proceeds; the third Perſon neither begets nor is begot. 
ten, Thus, it is the diſtinguithing perſonal characteriſtic 
of the ſecond Perſon of the Irinity, that he was begot. 
ten by the firſt. The original ground of his Sonfhip is 
his eternal generation. Sonthip belongs to him, not 
only as God-man or Mediator incarnate, but as the ſe. 
cond Perſon of the Trinity; and, conſequently, would 
have belonged to him, though he never had undertaken 
the mediatory office and work. And the proper, the 
original ground of it, is his eternal generation as the ſe- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity, which diſtinguiſhes him as a 
divine Perſon, from the eternal Father who begat him, 
as well as from that eternal Spirit, who, as the third 
Perſon in the order of ſubſiſtence, eternally proceeded 
from both the Father and the Son. 

The word Generation is ſomewhat equivocal ; and, 
therefore, is differently uſed in Scripture. Ir is applied 
even to inanimate creatures. We read of the generations 
of the heavens and the earth, Gen. ii. 4. It is queried, 

ob xxxvill, 28. Hath the rain a father? or, Who hath 
begotten the drops of the dew? It is applied to that ſu- 
pernatural and ſaving change which ſinners undergo 
when they are brought out of a ſtate of nature into a 
ſtate of grace, Jam, i. 18. 1 John iii. 9. It is particularly 
applied to the procreation of mankind. And it is alſo 
uſed, as has been ſaid, in relation to. the firſt two Per. 
ſons in the God-head. The former is ſaid to beget, and 
the latter to be. begotten, Pſal. ii. 7. Accordingly, the 
ſecond Perſon is often denominated the Son, the begot- 
ten, the only begotten Son, of the firſt. The one com- 
monly ſuſtains the paternal, the other the filial cha- 
racter, John i. 14, 18. Ch. iii. 16. and many other 
places. Now, this intimates, not only the perſonal 
diſtinftions, but the intrinſic relations, that obtain among 
the divine Three. Not only are the firſt two diſtinct 
Perſons, but they ſtand in the relation of Father and 
Son. A relation this is infinitely more intimate and 


cloſe, 


\ 
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cloſe than any, the neareſt and moſt endearing relation 
that obtains among the creatures. 

As for the manner of that eternal generation which is 
the original ground of the Sonſhip of Chriſt, we do not 
pretend to underſtand it; and, therefore, will not at- 
tempt to explain it. The reaſon is, God has not re- 
vealed it tous; and, therefore, we are not to affect to 
know it, Deut. xxix. 29. And no wonder though he 
has not revealed it to us, for it is incapable of being ade. 
quately conceived of by us. That it is, we know, be- 
cauſe God has declared it to us in the Scriptures ; but 
what it is, or how it is, we do not pretend to know. 
It is not reaſon, but revelation, that is the rule of our 
faith. If any thing is propoſed to us, as an article of 
our faith, or to be believed by us, the queſtion is not, 
Does reaſon conceive or comprehend it? The queſtion 
is, Does revelation declare it? The latter is, at once, 
the rule and the reaſon of our faith. We do not ad- 
mit any article in revelation, becauſe we comprehend it; 
neither are we to reject any article becauſe we do not 
comprehend it. No ſober man will pretend to compre- 
hend any thing in, or belonging to God. Long has it 
beer a queſtion, and it ever will be one, I/ho can, by 
ſearching, find out Cod? Solomon, notwithſtanding that 
he was the wiſeſt of men, did not pretend, even in his 
old age, after all the improvements in knowledge' that 
he had made, to underſtand the meaning of the gene- 
ration of the ſons of men, Eccleſ. xi. 5. And ſhall we 
pretend to underſtand the meaning of the generation of 
the eternal Son of God? We can rather tell, negatively, 
what it is not, than poſitively what it is. And, there- 
fore, I ſhall only offer the following negative hints con- 
cerning it at preſent, . 

Firſt, When we ſay, that the firſt Perſon begat the ſe- 
cond, we do not mean that the firſt Perſon exiſted prior 
to the ſecond, Though a human father exiſts before 
his ſon, it will by no means follow, that, therefore, the 
divine Father muſt have exiſted before his divine Son. 
We never can argue from human to divine, from finite 
to infinite, There ever muſt be the utmoſt diſparity and 
Uiſproportion between the one and the other. 

Again, 


* 
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Again, when we ſay that the firſt Perſon begat the 


ſecond, we do not mean that the former is ſuperior in 
dignity or excellency to the latter. When we ſpeak of 
the three divine Perſons, and the order of ſubſiſtence, 
in reſpect of which, one of them is, and muſt be firſt, 
another ſecond, and another third „ignorant perſons 
are apt to imagine, that we intend different degrees of 
excellency ; that the firſt is ſuperior to the ſecond and 
the third, and the ſecond. alſo ſuperior to the third ; 
and, conſequently, the laſt inferior to both the former, 
But this is an egregious miſtake. The divine 1 hree are 
one in eſſence, and, as Perſons, they are equal. There 
is, indeed, an order of ſubſiſtence among them; in re- 
ſpect of Which, one is firſt, another ſecond, and another 
third. But the ſecond is equal to the firſt, and the third 
is not inferior either to the firſt or ſecond. The ſecond 
himſelf expreſsly aſſerts his oneneſs, in eſſence, with the 


firſt; and his equality, in point of perſonality, is as ex- 


preſsly attirmed by his Apoſtle ; the former, John x. 30. 
the latter, Phil. ii. 6. The perſonality of each of the 
three, is different from that of the other two. But one 
is not ſuperior to another in perſonality. The Scrp- 
ture only holds forth to us a certain order of ſubſiſtence 
among them, which alſo is obſerved in operation. 
Further, when we fay, that the firſt Perſon begat 
the ſecond, we do_ not mean, that the ſecond Perſon 
derives bis eſſence from the firſt. As to what the au- 


thor alledges, p. 81. namely, that the Fathers repre- 


ſented the firſt Perſon as an, aria, mere, principium, 
autor, the principle, the efficient cauſe, and producer 


of the ſecond Perſon ; I fay, as to theſe, or any other 


unſcriptural and improper terms, which either earlier 
or later writers have uſed in handling this ſublime ſub- 
jet ; they are neither imputable to the ſubject, nor are 
we accountable for them. What ſubje& in religion 
has not been miſrepreſented? Are we to reject theſe 
articles, becauſe they have been treated in an improper 

manner? By no means. 
I cannot help obſerving here, that many Writers on 
this ſubject, whom I highly een, have uſed a mode of 
expreſſion, 
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expreſſion, which I can by no means approve of. [They 
ſpeak 'of the firſt Perſon communicating the divine ef- 
ſence to the ſecond, And to it they apply that 
text, John v. 26. For as the Father hath life in him- 
ſelf, ſo hath he given to the Son to have life in himſelf. | 
rather think, that this text relates to Chriſt as Media- 
tor,—or as the all-quickening Head of the new covenant 
and fo is, at leaſt ſo far, parallel to 1 Cor. xv. 45.—The 
laſt Adam was made a quickening ſpirit, To ſpeak of 
the firſt Perſon communicating the divine eſſence to the 
ſecond, ſeems to imply, that the former poſſeſſed it be- 
fore the latter. I ſee no foundation in Scripture for 
that mode of expreſſion. It is an attempt to explain 
what God has not revealed to us,—even the manner of 
that divine generation, which ever muſt be ineffable and 
inexplicable. The divine nature or eſſence, never did, 
nor could ſubſiſt, but in the co-eternal Three. It ne- 
ver did ſubſiſt in the firſt, without ſubſiſting alſo in the 
ſecond. Why then ſhould any ſpeak of the ſecond de- 
riving his eſſence from the firſt? The ſecond was indeed 
begotten by the firſt ; but that was not as to his eflence, 
it rather was as to his perſonality. Is it argued here, 
The nature of generation requires the communication of 
eſſence from Father to Son? I anſwer, that even admit- 
ting it were ſo, in human, it will not follow, that there- 
fore it muſt be ſo in divine generation. There is the 
utmoſt diſparity between the two; conſequently, there 
can be nothing more abſurd, than to argue from the one 
to the other. Beſides, what is that communication of 
eſſence from a human father to his ſon, to which the 
ſuppoſed communication of the divine eſſence from the 
eternal Father to his co- eternal Son is accommodated ? It is 
only the inferior part of our nature, that both our pa- 
rents furniſh us with. | 
Moreover, when we ſay, that the firſt Perſon of the 
Trinity begat the ſecond, we do not mean, that it was 
the eſſence of the former, that begat the eſſence of the 
latter, The divine eſſence itſelf neither begets, nor is 
begotten. It was not one eſſence, that begat another 
eſſence. It was one divine Perſon, that begat another 
divine Perion, To beget, on the part of the firſt Per- 


ſon, 


73 The received Doctrine M the eternal generation 


ſon, and to be begotten on the part of the ſecond, are - 


not eſſential, but perſonal acts. In one word, 

Laſtly, It is to be obſerved here, that theſe intrinſic 
relations, among the co-eternal Three, —are juſt as na- 
tural and neceſſary as God-head itſelf. The different 
modes of perſonal: ſubſiſtence, which the divine eſſence 
admits of, are fo natural and neceflary, that it never 
was, and never can be without them. As one indivi- 
dual created nature can ſubſiſt only in one Perſon, the 
divine nature, tho? numerically one, cannot ſubſiſt but 
in three Perſons. It never could be, without all theſe 
different Perſonalities. And it always muſt have ſubſiſt- 
ed in the firſt Perſon, in the character of a Father; in 
the ſecond, in the correlative character of a Son; and 
in the third as proceeding from. both. For, by thoſe 
intrinſic Perſonal relations, they not only are diſtinguiſh- 
ed one from another, but cloſely connected with, and 
related to one another. The firſt Perſon never could 
ſubſiſt, but as a Father begetting ; the ſecond never 
could ſubſiſt, but as a Son begotten ; and the third ne- 


ver could ſuhſiſt, but as proceeding, in an inconceivable ' 


manner, from both. Thus, they all have a neceſſary re- 
lation to, and connection with one another. The Fa- 
ther could as little be without the Son, as the Son could 
be without the Father; and neither the Father nor the 
Son could be without the third Perſon, as proceeding 
from both. Conſequently, there is no room for any to 
object, againſt the doctrine of the eternal generation, as 
if it made the ſecond Perſon dependent upon the firſt; 
and, therefore, inferior to him. For, as I ſaid already, 
all the co-eternal Ihree have a natural and neceſſary 
connection with, and relation to one another, 

The above is a ſhort ſketch of what I take to be the 
true Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity; particularly, as 
it relates to the ſecond Perſon, the Son of the firſt, by 
a generation abſolutely eternal—as eternal, — natural and 
neceſſary, as the divine eſſence itſelf. This is the pro- 
per, the original ground of the Sonſhip of Chriſt. 
Therefore, he is the Son of God, in a ſenſe infinitely 


wo high, for any creature, the moſt glorious "_ 
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that God has made, or can make ;—even his co-eſſential 
and co-eternal, his proper and natural Son. A human 
father, and a human ſon, poſſeſs one ſpecific ; but the 
eternal Father, and his co-eternal Son, poſleſs one indi- 
vidual nature. The generation of Chriſt, as the Son of 
God, is widely different from,—it infinitely trancends, 
and excels the generation of the ſons of men. Many 
creatures are ſtiled, in Scripture, the Sons of God; but 
it is in an inferior, rather an improper ſenſe. 

But Chriſt is ſaid to be his own proper Son, Rom, viii. 32. 
his only begotten Son, John iii. 16. a Son not at all infe- 
rior, but equal to his divine Father, even one with him. 
John x. 30. And thus he is the eternal Son, of the eter- 
nal Father. Son applies to him, not only as Mediator, 
or God-man, in the incarnate ſtate, but alſo as the ſe- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity. It is not an adventitious 
title. It is not founded in a temporal generation, or 
production of his complex Perſon, as God-man, in the 
fulneſs of time. The original ground of it is his eternal 
generation, by which he was, as the ſecond Perſonal ſub- 
ſiſtence in the undivided Trinity, begotten from everlaſt- 
ing. This is the view of his Sonſhip, that has univerſally 
obtained in the Church of Chriſt. It is a capital article 


in the Chriſtian ſyſtem, And therefore, is what I mean 


to eſtabliſh and confirm in the ſequel. 
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The Objections lately advanced againſt the received 
| Doctrine, conſidered. 


TAVING ſtated the great doctrine of the Eternal 
Generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God; I ſhall 

now endeavour to vindicate and confirm it. In order to 
4 proper eſtabliſhment of this fundamental article, it wilk 
be neceſſary to do two things ; fit, to anſwer the ob- 
jections raiſed againſt it; and, ſecondly, to confirm it by 


2 variety of Scripture-proofs. The former I: ſhall at? 


tempt, 
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tempt, in this, and the latter, in the ſubſequent Chap- 
ter. The author's objections J ſhall propoſe and anſwer 
in the following order. 145 
Object. 1. The Scripture no where affirms, that our 
“ Saviour is the Son of God by Eternal Generation,” 
2. The meaning plainly is this, the complex term, 
or the phraſe, Eternal Son jof God, is no where uſed in 
Scripture. It does not at all ſurpriſe me to hear this 
objection or cavil from ignorant and unthinking perſons; 
but that it ſhould come from the tongue or the pen of a 
man of penetration and candour, is truly amazing. Can 
there be an objection more trifling, or a cavil more 
groundleſs? The objector himſelf is ſenſible that there 
1s no weight in it. The phraſe no where occurs in 
Scripture, but the article intended by it, is fully declar. 
ed, both in the Scriptures of the Old and New Teſta- 
ments. The objection proceeds upon a ſuppolion, that 
nothing is to be admitted in religion but what is literally 
and ſyllabically expreſt in Scripture. Does not our au- 
thor know, that this has been the ſubterfuge of adverſa- 
ries and cavillers all along? The Arians uſed it, and fo 
did the Macedonians in the fourth century. The latter 
denying the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, pretended, that 
this infinitely glorious Perſon, is no where, in Scripture, 
expreſsly, or in direct terms, affirmed to be God. Some 
of the keeneſt ſticklers for the ſuperſtitions of the Romiſh 
Church, have urged this objection againſt the Reformers; 
pretending that eertain articles, held by the Jatter, are 
not, in expreſs terms, to be found in Scripture. What 
extravagancies and abſurdities, ſome Fanatics, pretending 
rigidly to adhere to the letter of Scripture, have run in- 
to, is but too well known. In a word, if the doctrine 
of the Eternal Generation of Chriſt, muſt be diſcarded, 
becauſe it is not literally and ſyllabically expreſſed in 
Scripture ; for the ſame reaſon, muſt we renounce eve- 
ry article, that is not, in expreſs terms affirmed in Scrip- 
ture. What is the conſequence? Many of the moſt ca- 
pital articles of our Holy Religion will be exploded. 
1 ſhall only mention, for a ſpecimen, theſe four which 


will be allowed to be capital articles, the Covenant of 
"or Works, 
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Works, the Covenant of Grace, Original Sin, Imputed 
Righteouſneſs. Has the author renounced theſe? If he 
is conſiſtent with himſelf, as he and every man gught to 
be, he muſt have renounced them.—Let me aſk the ob- 
jector, where his favourite phraſe, complex perſon, is, 
in Scripture, applied to Chriſt? 

Obj. 2. Is to this purpoſe :—The Doctrine of Eter- 
nal Generation does not agree with the true nature of 
human generation, i. e. the animalcular theory, p. 31, 
32. This objection implies that human generation, par- 
ticularly what is called animalcular generation, is to be 
conſidered as the criterion or teſt of the generation of 
Chriſt, as the only begotten Son of God: And that, as 
the received doctrine of eternal generation agrees or diſ- 
agrees with that theory, it is to be admitted or rejected. 
All the reaſoning here concerning the neceſſity of two 
parents, in order to the generation of Chriſt, as the Son 
of God, and the pretended analogy between his genera- 
tion and the animalcular ſyſtem, proceeds entirely upon 
this hypotheſis. Falſe reaſoning! The foundation of 
the whole is a ſuppoſition, refaſed by us, and unſupported 


by the author. Slender foundation! Can there be any 


thing more abſurd than to accommodate the generation 
of the only begotten Son of God to the generation of 
the ſons of men? Muſt there not be an infinite diſparity 
between the two? Are they not incomparably more diſ- 
tant than heaven and earth? As for that precarious 
theory of the fanciful philoſopher, it matters not whether 
our doctrine agrees or diſagrees with it. We hope to 
make it appear, that the doctrine of eternal generation 
is conſonant to the law and the teſlimony. This is the 
only infallible teſt and touchſtone by which this and other 
doctrines of our holy religion are to be tried. 

Obj. 3. Is to this effect: The Doctrine of Eternal 
Generation, is inconſiſtent with, and repugnant to 
Chriſt's ſupreme Divinity, p. 40, 41. This is, indeed, 
a heavy charge againſt the great doctrine of eternal ge- 
neration, which has ſo univerſally and invariably been 
held in the Church of God, and which we now plead 
for. The divinity of our bleſſed Lord, is an article of 
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the very higheſt importance; and, therefore, every thing 
inconſiſtent with it, or derogatory to it, is to be rejected 
with the greateſt abhorrence. But how is the charge 


ſupported? How does it appear, that the doctrine of e- 


ternal generation is, in the leaſt, derogatory to our 
Lord's ſupreme Divinity? Nothing is more certain or 
more notorious, than that his divinity has been univer. 
fally held by thoſe who have been at the ſame time 


ſteady friends and ſticklers for the great doctrine of his 


eternal generation. What Church, earlier or latter, 
has held the one without the other? Is it not amazing, 
rather incredible, that the inconſiſtency between the one 
and the other, if there is any, ſhould have eſcaped the 
notice of ſo many? But how does our author ſupport 
the allegation? How does he make it appear that the 


doctrine of eternal non is inconſiſtent with the 


divinity of Chriſt ? He pleads, that eternal generation is 
incompatible with neceſſary exiſtence, ſelf-exiſtence, e- 
ternity, univerſal perfection and immutability ; and, 


therefore, is inconſiſtent with ſupreme Divinity, It will 


be granted, that all theſe things are included in, and be- 
long to ſupreme Divinity: But the queſtion ſtill recurs, — 
How does it appear that the doctrine of eternal generation 
is inconſiſtent with all, or any of theſe things? The in- 
conſiſtency is altogether -1maginary. It ariſes entirely 


from miſrepreſentation. When my opponent ſpeaks of 
the generation of Chriſt's divinity ; no wonder tho! he 


apprehend an inconſiſtency between his eternal genera- 
tion and his ſupreme Divinity. Who, on our ſide of the 
queſtion, has ſaid, that his divinity, was generated? Let 
the reader reflect on the account I have given of the 
doctrine of eternal generation, Chapter fifth, and let 
him ſay whether it be, in the leaſt, incompatible with 
proper divinity. More particulagfhere,— 

1. What 1s there in the doctrine of eternal genera- 
tion, as {tated in our fifth Chapter, inconſiſtent with ne- 
ceſſary exiſtence ? Who, among us, has ſaid, as the ob- 
jector inſinuates, p. 32. that eternal generation holds 
Chriſt ro have derived his whale eſſence or exiſtence from 
the Father? We hold the divine eſſence, of whick on 
celary 
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ceſſary exiſtence is an eſſential and inſeparable perfection, 
to have belonged originally to the Son that was begot- 
ten, as well as to the Father that begat him. His ge- 
neration relates to his diſtinct perſonality, or that particu- 
lar mode of ſubſiſtence, that diſtinguiſhes him, as a Per- 
ſon, from the eternal Father and his co- eternal Spirit. 
As neceſſary exiſtence is eſſential to the divine nature, and 
the divine nature equally and originally belongs t. all the 
co-eternal Three; they muſt all be alike yeceſlarily 
exiſtent. | | 

2. What is there in eternal generation, as it has been 
ſtated by us, inconſiſtent with ſelf-exiſtence ? We hold 


that the divine eſſence originally belonged to, and ſubſiſt- 


ed in the ſecond Perſon, as well as the firſt. It never 
ſubſiſted in the Father without at the ſame time ſubſiſting 
in the Son. There could as little be a father without 
a ſon, as a ſon without a father. Now, as the divine 
eſſence belongs originally and equally to the Son with 
the Father, and ſelf- exiſtence is an eſſential perfection of 
the divine eſſence, it follows, by unavoidable conſe- 
quence, that the Son muſt be equally ſelf-exiſtent with 
the Father. Tho” the ſecond Perſon was, from eterni- 
ty, begotten by the firſt; his generation relates, as I 
ſaid already, to his peculiar Perſonality; and tho? the 
manner of that generation is ineffable and inexplicable, 
it muſt have been ſuch as is perfectly conſiſtent with that 
divinity which belongs to him equally with the other 
divine Perſons ; and of which ſelf- exiſtence is a neceſſary 
and inſeparable perfection. 
3- What is there in eternal generation, inconſiſtent 
with the eternity of Chriſt? I need here only deſire the 
reader to look back on the account I have given of the 
doctrine of eternal generation, and ſubmit it to him, 
whether there be the ſmalleſt ground for ſuch an objec- 
tion, The doftrine of eternal generation, is ſo far from 
overthrowing the eternity of the ſecond Perſon, that it 
neceſſarily implies and eſtabliſhes it. The divine nature, 
tho” numerically one, never could ſubſiſt but in 
three Perſons. . It never did, and never could ſubſiſt in 
the Father, without, at the ſame time, ſubſiſting in the 


Son: 
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Son: And, therefore, the latter muſt be co- eternal with 
the former. 1 

4. What is there in eternal generation, inconſiſtent 
with that univerſal perfection that belongs to the ſecond, 
in common with the other divine Perſons? We hold 
that the ſame divinity which belongs to the Father, be. 
longs equally to the Son: That the Son is not inferior, 
but equal to the Father. His eternal generation, tho 
the manner of it is entirely unknown to us, muſt be ful. 
ly conſiſtent with his divinity ; conſequently with all 
theſe perfections which belong to, and are inſeparable 
from it. 

In fine, what is there in eternal generation, inconſiſt- 
ent with that immutability, which muſt belong to the 
Son as a divine Perſon? That temporal generation, the 
objector pleads for, certainly is much more repugnant to 
the divine immutability, than that eternal generation 
which we hold. Had not the author miſrepreſented, 
egregiouſly miſrepreſented the doctrine we hold, he ne- 
ver would have ſtarted ſo unjuſt and frivolous an objecti- 
on againſt it. Ir ariſes entirely from the miſtaken ac- 
count he gives of that doctrine. I have ſaid again and 
again, that the divine nature originally belongs to all the 
co-eternal Three. It always did, and ever muſt belong 
to them as diſtinguiſhed from, and alſo related one to a- 
nother ; particularly the firſt two as Father and Son. 
© Theſe diſtinctions and relations, among theſe infinitely 
glorious Perſons, are juſt as natural and neceſſary as the 
divine eſſence itſelf. And to ſuppoſe, thats any thing fo 
natural and neceſſary to the divine eſſence, is incompa- 
tible with its immutability, is to ſuppoſe it inconſiſtent 
with itſelf. Thus the doctrine of the eternal generation 
of Chriſt, properly ſtated, and duly underſtood, is per- 
fealy conſiſtent with his ſupreme Divinity. It is conliſt- 
ent with every thing included in, and belonging to divi- 
nity. | 

Might not the objection I have been conſidering, be 
retorted upon its author ? Is not that temporal grant 
tion of Chriſt he pleads for, inconſtent with the ſupreme 


divinity of Chriſt? In oppoſition to the received doc: 
| |  wrine, 
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trine, and in favour of the new notion, it is pled, that 
« the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, —like the original 
« principle in human generation, —co- exiſted with the 
« firſt Perſon, by the ſame neceſſity of nature as the 
&« firſt. Does not this imply, that the doctrine of e- 
ternal generation does not allow the ſecond Perſon to 
have co- exiſted with the firſt, by the ſame neceſſity of na- 
ture as the firſt? Does it not ſuppoſe, that the ſecond 
Perſon only co- exiſted with the firſt, by the ſame 
neceſſity of nature as the firſt, prior to his gene- 
ration as a Son? Does it not mean, that when he was 
8 as a Son, he ceaſed to co-exiſt with the firſt 

erſon, by the ſame neceſſity of nature as the firſt? Is 
it really ſo, that the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, ſince 
his generation as a Son, is no more neceſſarily exiſtent ? 
Is not this to rob him of his Divinity with a witneſs? Is 
it not to degrade our divine Lord in a manner perfectly 
ſhameful ? f 

Obj. 4. Is in words to the following effect: The 
doctrine of eternal generation reſtricts the filial character 
to one of Chriſt's natures, namely, the Divine; but the 


Scriptures, every where, repreſent it as including both 


his natures, divine and human, p. 81. This objection 
has been ſufficiently obviated, rather largely anſwered, 
in Chap. III. It is what is called, by Logicians, petitio 
principii, i. e. a begging the queſtion. Ihe very que- 
ſtion between the author and us, is, Whether the filial 
character is always aſcribed to Chriſt as a complex Per- 
ſon, that is, as God-man. That it is often, even for 
the moſt part, applied to him as Mediator, particularly 
poſterior to his aſſumption of the human nature, is rea- 
dily granted. But, is it always applied to him as God- 
man poſſeſſing two natures, the divine and the human? 
Is. it never aſcribed to him, as ſecond Perſon of the 
God- head, prior to his incarnation ? That it is, I have 
ſhewn already, in anſwering the arguments urged in ſup- 


port of the new opinion, in Chap. III. to which I refer | 


the reader. 


Obj. 5. Is this, —“ Eternal Generation involves the 
** doctrine of the Trinity in difficulties inexplicable,” 


P. 41. I need only ſay, in anſwer to this objection. at 


preſent, 


3 
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preſent, the Scripture-· doctrine of the Trinity, in all its 
branches, is, and ever muſt be, inexplicable. It is what 
we do not pretend to unravel or explain. A full evolu- 
tion of it is infinitely beyond the utmoſt ſtretch of crea- 
ed capacity. Shall finite beings pretend to comprehend 
the infinite One? But it is only ſaid in the general, that 
our doctrine is attended with inexplicable difficulties, 
We are not told what theſe difficulties are. When J 
hear what they are, I ſhall be very ready to attempt a 
ſolution of them, ſo far as Scripture ſhall direct. And, 
in return, I may mention ſome very great difficulties, 
rather abſurdities, which attend the new notion con- 
cerning our Lord's Sonſhip. The purport of 
Obj. 6. Is this: The doctrine of eternal generation 
_ crept into the Church after the apoſtolic age; particu- 
larly about the time of the Council of Nice; and accor- 
dingly has hitherto prevailed in the Chriſtian and Pro- 
teſtant Churches, p. 30, 80. This objection preſuppo- 
ſes, that the doctrine of eternal generation has no foun- 
dation in the Scriptures, either of the Prophets or A- 
poſtles; and, therefore, was unknown in the pure pri- 
mitive ſtate of the Church. But this is the very thing 
in queſtion between the objector and us. That any 
man, eſpecially fo intelligent a perſon, ſhould inſinuate 
that the received doctrine was unknown in the primi- 
tive Chriſtian Churches ; churches under the manage- 
ment of the immediate ſucceſſors of the Apoſtles ; per- 
ſons fully acquainted with the principles and practices of 
the Apoſtles, —is perfectly aſtoniſhing. Nothing that 
the objector has advanced ſurprizes me ſo much as this. 
That the received doctrine has univerſally obtained, is 
known to all. I have already thewn that it was expli- 
citly and univerſally held in the primitive Chriſtian 
Churches; that it was held by the Fathers and Councils 
in the firſt, as it has been in the after ages of the Chri- 
ſtian Church. But I need not inſiſt on this after what 
I ſaid already in Chap. III. I ſhall only add, it was im- 
poſſible, in the nature of the thing, that the author's 
view of the Sonſhip of Chriſt could be known in the 
early ages of the Church, It requires the previous 
„ | * ___ * knowledge 
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knowledge of a theory of human generation, of which 
all the Prophets and Apoſtles muſt have been totally ig- 
norant. It is well known, that no ſuch thing was 
thought of, either by philoſophers or divines, till, as I 
ſaid before, a fanciful philoſopher diſcovered it in the 
end of the laſt century. That the new view- of Chriſt's 
Sonſhip requires the previous knowledge of that extra- 
ordinary theory, the objector himſelf ſeems to allow. 
He tells us, it is of the utmoſt importance, to a proper 
diſcovery and eſtabliſhment of the true Sonſhip of Chriſt, 
p. 25. It is that, without which, “ it is impoſſible, with 
* accuracy, to determine in what character our bleſſed 
© Saviour is held forth to us, in Scripture, as the pro- 
« per and begotten Son of God,” p. 26. It is that 
which “ is a proper touchſtone for determining the true 
ground and import of our Saviour's Sonſhip,“ p. 29. 
Now, if the knowledge of this ſcheme of human gene- 
ration is neceſſary, in order to the diſcovery and know- 
ledge of the true ground, and juſt import of our Lord's 
Sonſhip, it behoved all who lived in the ages preceding 
the great diſcovery, which the Dutch philoſopher made, 
to have laboured under the moſt egregious and unhappy 
miſtakes concerning a chief article of the Chriſtian reli- 
gion; an article than which none, in all the Chriſtian 
ſyſtem, is of greater importance. Having touched on 
this whimſical part of the ſubject, both in the third and 
fourth chapters, I ſhall not dwell longer on it at pre- 
ſent. The | | 

Laſt Obj. brought againſt the doctrine of eternal ge- 
neration is this: That doctrine has “ no proof from 
direct Scripture,” p. 32. This allegation, could it 
be ſapported, would effectually overthrow what we 
hold. The Scripture, we readily allow, is the only, 


the unerring rule. The objector cites ſeveral Scripture- 


texts, which are uſually urged in ſupport of the doctrine 
of eternal generation. He refers to the following paſ- 
ſages, Pſal. ii. 7. Prov. vil. 22,—31. XXX. 4. John i. 18. 
x. 36. Heb. i. 8. 1 John in. 8. Theſe, he ſuppoſes, 
are the principal texts, the advocates for the doctrine 
of eternal generation, inſiſt upon in proof of it, and 

which 
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which he W are quite inſufficient to ſupport It, - 


Theſe and other Scripture-texts, which he hay over- 
looked here, Iintend to conſider in the fequel. And I ho 

to make it appear, to the ſatisfaction of all diſcerning 
and impartial perſons, that the great doctrine of Eter- 
nal Generation, which hitherto has obtained in the 


Church of God ; and which has been a chief article of 


the faith of all the Churches, earlier and later, not only 
has proof, but the moſt ample and inconteſtible proof, 
from the OO both of the Old and New Teſta- 


ment. 


_—_— 
* b 


C HAP. VII. 


The great Doctrine of the Eternal Generation of 
Chriſt, as the Son of God, confirmed by a va- 
riety M Scripture-Proofs, 

1 Have attempred to give a conciſe, but Juſt account of 
the received doctrine of the eternal generation of Chriſt, 


as the Son of God, in oppoſition to that miſr epreſented 
and perplexed account which our author gives of it. I 


have alſo endeavoured to anſwer his objections, againſt | 


that fundamental article of the Chriſtian faith; therefore, 
I ſhall proceed to the laſt thing propoſed on this great 
ſubject ; namely, to confirm the doctrine of eternal ge- 
neration by a variety of Scripture-proofs. Theſe we 
are largely furniſhed with, both from the Old and New 
Teſtament. It may not be improper here to remind 


the reader, that the queſtion betwixt the author and us, 


is, Whether that generation of Chriſt, which is the pro- 
per and original ground of his Sonſhip, obtained from 
eternity, or only in the fulneſs of time? Our author, 
holding the latter, pleads, that he neither was, nor 
could be, the Son of God, till he was conceived 

born, as the Sort of man. "According to him, it is not 
yet eightcen hundred years ſince his Sonſhip commen- 


ced, 
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that famous paſſage, Pſal. ii. 7. I will declare the decree - 
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ced, or he was begotten as the Son of God. And, 
had he not participated our nature, by being conceived 
and born of the Virgin, he never would have been the 
Son of God at all. -In oppoſition to this, we hold, that 
his generation, as the Son of God, obtained from eter- 
nity : That he is the eternal Son of the eternal Father ; 
and, therefore, would have been the Son of God, though 
he never had been conceived and born as the Son of 
man. This is what we hold, what the holy Catholic 
Church hitherto hath held, and what I am now to prove. 
I would obſerve, in the entry, that the Scripture-proofs 
I am to bring, are, in general, of two forts. Some 
directly prove, that the generation of Chriſt, as the Son 
of God, obtained from eternity; others do not ſo direct- 
ly prove the eternity of it ; but they evidently ſhow, 
that it obtained prior to his incarnation ; and, therefore, 
are, in effect, the ſame with-ſuch as more directly point 
out the eternity of it. I ſhall take theſe proofs as they 
lie in the order of the books of Scripture ; and, there- 
fore, begin with thoſe from the Old Teſtament. 


PRooFs from the Old Teſtament. 
The I. Old Teſtament Proof ſhall be taken from 


the Lord hath ſaid unto me, thou art my Son, this day have 
I begotten thee. An Apoſtle has informed us, that this 
Plalm was written by David, Acts iv. 25, 26; conſe- 
quently, it muſt have been written about a thouſand 
years before the incarnation of Chriſt. It is evident, 
that a greater than David is here. It is generally a- 
greed among interpreters, both Jewiſh and Chriſtian, 
ancient and modern, that it relates to, and receives its ac- 
compliſhment in Chriſt. The inſpired writers of the 
New Teſtament, who undoubtedly: are infallible expo- 
litors of Old Teſtament Scripture, have applied it to 
him. But Chriſt is the ſpeaker, as well as the ſubject - 
of the paſſage quoted, He, as the revealer of ſecrets, 
is here introduced, making a declaration of what paſſed 
between his eternal Father and him, in the Council of 
eace before all worlds. At that truly ancient and 
g M early 
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early period, the former beſpoke the latter thus: Thou 


art my Son, for this day I have begotten thee. Conſi- 
dered in this light, the paſſage intimates not only that 
there were difterent divine Perſons from eternity, but 
that there were then, as well as now, certain intrinſic 
relations in which they ſtood one to another. The firſt 
ſtopd in the relation of a Father, and the latter in that 
of a Son. The one, ſuſtaining the paternal, beſpoke 
the other ſuſtaining the filial character, as in the laſt part 
of the verſe. This was, when the decree, mentioned 
in the firſt part of the verſe, obtained; that is, from 
everlaſting. This ſuggeſts the reaſon, why the ſecond, 
rather than any of the other two divine Perſons, was 
choſen, and ſet apart to the mediatory office. The or. 


der of operation was to correſpond to the order of ſub- 


ſiſtence; eſpecially in the work of redemption, of all 
God's works by far the greateſt, It befitted the Father 
to ſend, the ſon to be ſent ; as the third Perſon, in the 
order of ſubſiſtence, is ſent by the other two, to carry 
on the applicatory part of the work, in the Church, to 
the end of the world, John xiv. 26. xvi. 7. Thus it 
was from the unbeginning day of eternity, when the 
great decree firſt obtained, and the glorious plan of re- 
demption was formed, that the firſt Perſon, in the cha- 
rater of a Father, beſpoke the ſecond, in the corre- 
ſpondent character of a ſon, as in the verſe quoted. 


This is the thing the great revealer of ſecrets declares 


here. This had remained an eternal ſecret, had not he, 
to whom the decree relates, declared it to us, John i. 18. 
No man hath ſeen God at any time ; the only begotten Son, 
who ig in the boſom of the Father, he hath declared him. 


All this implies the eternal generation and Sonſhip of 


Chriſt. His generation, and, conſequently, his Sonſhip, 


is preſuppoſed to the decree itſelf. In the Council of 


Peace, the firſt Perſon beſpeaking him, as a Son, inſured 
to him a rich and honourable reward, equally befitting 
his high character, as the Son of God, and his merito- 
rious ſervice as Mediator, ver. 8. That generation, 
which is the original ground of his filiation, as the Son 


of God, muſt be preſuppoſed to his call to the * 
| Omce 
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office. We cannot otherwiſe account for his being cho- 
ſen, rather than any other of the divine Perſons. 

But, when he voluntarily aſſumed the character of 
a ſervant, he did not reſign that of a fon. The reward 
the decree inſures to him, befits both the dignity of the 
one, and the merit of the other. He that ſaid to him, 
thou art my Son, this day have I generated thee, ſaid to 
him, aſk of me, and I ſhall give thee the heathen for thine 
inheritance. Now, when was it that this decree obtaiu- 
ed? When was it that the Son aſked, and the Father 
granted him, the heathen for his inheritance ? Was it 
not from the ancient, the early day of eternity? Cer- 
tainly, Therefore, from that truly ancient day, did the 
Father ſay to him, as in the paſſage quoted, thou art my 
Son, for this day have I generated thee. 

Our author agrees with us, in underſtanding this 
paſſage to relate to the ſubje& of controverſy ; that is, 
the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, However, 
we differ in other things relating to it, we agree in 
this. The main difference here, is as to the period to 
which this paſſage relates. And the queſtion betwixt 
him and us is, whether it expreſſes a day paſt, or a day 
to come; and, conſequently, whether it repreſents the 
generation of Chriſt the Son of God, as an event prior, 
or poſterior, to the writing of this pſalm. We have 
already interpreted it of the ancient day of eternity. 
He, on the contrary, underſtands it of the fulneſs of 
time; and, conſequently, inſiſts, that the generation of 
Chriſt, as the Son of God, which the verſe expreſſes, 
was not to take place till about a thouſand years after 
the writing of this pſalm. Thus, according to him, Chriſt 
was not begotten, therefore was not the Son of God till 
a thouſand years after this pſalm was written. This is, 
indeed, a new interpretation of the paſſage; let us ſee 
what he has to advance in ſupport of it. Here I am at 
ſome loſs. He has not fo fully expreſſed his objections 
againſt our interpretation of the paſſage ; he rather ob- 
(curely hints them. They are more fully brought out 
by a late learned writer *, who, in handling the great 
ſubject of Chriſt's Sonthip, alſo treads a very unbeaten 


Pati. 
* Dr Watts, 


* 
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path. The author, after that celebrated writer, means, 
I preſume, to urge the following objections. 

Obj. 1. Is taken from the prophetical nature of the 
pſalm. It is this; the pſalm is prophetical, and, there. 
| fore, that paſſage of it from which our proof is taken, 
1 cannot mean that the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of 
1 God, had happened when the pſalm was compoſed ; it 
A only foretels, that it was to happen at an after period. 
I need only to ſay, in anſwer to this, that it is readily 
| granted, the pſalm, in its general defign, is of a pro- 
. phetical nature. But the queſtion is, Is it ſo far pre. 
1 dictive of future events, as to expreſs nothing relating 
1 to Chriſt, that obtained then, as well as now, i. e. prior 
„ | as well as poſterior to his incarnation ? The objection 
neceſſarily implies, that every thing the pſalm aſcribes 
to Chriſt, is to be conſidered in the light of a prophecy; 
that is, it expreſſes nothing that belonged to Chriſt, when 
the pſalm was compoſed, but only foretels, that certain 
things were to belong to him in ſome after time. Such 
is the neceſſary purport of the objection, Dangerous 
reaſoning ! Was not Chriſt then Meſſiah or the Lord's 
anointed, . e. was he not then, long before, nay from 
eternity, ſet apart to his mediatory office? Certainly. 
Let the reader compare ver. 2. and Prov. viii. 23. Was 
not Chriſt king in Zion, or the Church, then, as well 
as now? Let the reader compare ver. 6. with Iſa. xxxill. 
22. Was not Chriſt the infinite JeHovan then, as well 
as now, as in ver. 11.? Was he not the object of reli. 
gious worſhip then, as well as now, as in ver. 11.? Was 
he not then, as well as now, an object of truſt and de- 
pendence for {inners of mankind, as in ver. 12.2 Becauſe 
the pſalm is of a prophetical nature, muit we infer, that 
Chriſt was not till an after period Meſſiah; that he was 
not, till an after period, king in Zion; that he was not, 
till an after period, the Great God; that he was not, 
till an after period, the object of religions worſhip ; that 
he was not, till an after period, an object of truſt and 
dependence for finners of mankind ? God forbid ! 

Obj. 2. May be taken from the connection between 
the two members of rhe verſc, thus : The ny - 

Chris, 
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Chriſt, mentioned in the latter part of the verſe, muſt 
be the reſult of the decree mentioned in the former part 
of it ; and, therefore, was to happen at a period poſte- 
rior to the writing of this pſalm, when the decree was 
to have its full effect. I thall only ſay, in anſwer to this 
objection, that there is not the ſmalleſt evidence, that 
the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, mentioned 
in the cloſe of the verſe, was to be the reſult of the 
decree in the beginning of it; nay, it is inconſiſtent with 
every other Scripture relating to the ſubject, to ſuppoſe 
ſo. It is to be remembered, that this verſe contains a 
declaration of the ancient decree ; and that, in this de- 
claration of it, there are, in general, two things; a de- 
ſcription of that all-glorious Perſon it relates to; and 
then, what it carries in it in relation to him. I he for- 
mer is in ver. 7. which may be conſidered as the pre- 
amble to the decree, and the latter in ver. 8., which, 
properly ſpeaking, contains the decree. As a deciſve 
evidence that the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of 
God, in, the laſt part of the verſe, is not the reſult of the 
decree in the firſt part of it, the inſpired Apoſtle, on 
three ſeveral occaſions, quotes and applies to Chriſt the 
laſt part of the verſe relating to his generation: and he, 
on all theſe occaſions, purpoſely onits the firſt part of 
it relating to the decree. The paſſages referred to, are 
Acts xiii. 33. Heb. i. 5. v. 5. If the generation of 
Chriſt, in the cloſe of the verſe, is the reſult of the de- 
cree in the beginning of it; if they are ſo cloſely con- 
nected together, why are they ſeparated by the Apoſtle ? 
Is not the frequent quotation of the laſt part of the verſe 
without the firlt, a ſure evidence, that there is no ſuch 
connection between them as is pretended ? Ihe truth is, 
the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God. is ſo far 
from being the reſult of the decree, that it evidently is 
preſuppoſed to it. It was when the decree firſt ob- 
tained, in the Council of Peace before the world began, 
that the firtt Perſon, in the character of a Father he- 
ſpoke the ſecond, in the correlaiive character of a Son, 


and ſaid, thou art my Son, this day have 1 begott:n thee, 
Alk of me, &c. 


Obj. 3. 
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Obj. 3. is founded on the phraſe this day. Ir is pled, 
that this expreſſion never is applied to eternity, but al- 
ways to time, It might ſuffice to ſay, in anſwer to this, 


that even on ſuppoſition, this phraſe, in other places, 


denotes time, why may it not, in this inſtance, mean 
eternity? Are there not examples of phraſes, that, in 
one place, ſignify ſomething difterent from what they 
do in other places? But let us inquire, whether the 
phraſe day, days, or this day, do not, on other occa- 
ſions, denote eternity. Is it not applied to eternity in 
Prov. viii. 30. in which the perſonal wiſdom of God is 
introduced ſpeaking thus: I was daily his delight, re. 
goicing always before him. Twas day, day, i. e. day by day, 
from day to day, his delight, When was this? was it 
only in time, or, was it not rather from eternity? Let 
the context determine it. It was not only during the 
ſix days of the creation, when he prepared the heavens ; 
and ft a compaſs upon the face of the depth, ver. 27. 
u hen he eſtabliſhed the clouds above; when he ſtrengthen- 
ed the foundations of the deep, ver. 28. When he gave to 
the ſea his decree, that the waters ſhould not paſs his com 
mandment ; when he appointed the foundations of the earth, 
ver. 29. It was before his works of old, ver. 22. It 
was from everlaſting, from the beginning, ere ever the 
earth was, ver. 23. When there were no depths ; when 
there were no fountains abounding with water, ver. 24- 
Before the mountains were ſettled ; before the hills exifted, 
ver. 25. Before he had made the earth, or the fields, or 
the higheſt part of the duft of the world, ver. 26. Then, 
i. e. from the ancient ages of eternity, he was day by day 
his eternal Father*s delight. Again, is not the expreſſion 
day applied to eternity in Iſa. xliii. 13. in which the in- 
finite Inova is introduced ſpeaking thus; before the 
day was, I am he: So this paſſage reads in our tranſla- 
tion; but, according to the Hebrew text, it runs literally 
thus; from the day I am he, The evident deſign of the 
paſſage is, to point out the incommunicable prerogatives 
of JEHOVAH ; his eternity as well as his omnipotence. 
Now, what day was it from which he, in contradiſtinc- 


tion to all his creatures, exiſted? Was it the earlieſt 
day 
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day of time? No; it was a day far more early and anci- 
ent, even the unbeginning day of eternity. This is the 
thing evidently intended in the paſſage referred to. Fur- 
ther, is not the phraſe day applied to eternity in Dan. vii. 
9. where our divine Lord is ſtiled the ancient of days? 
Does this auguſt title mean no more than the days of 
time ? In hoy unworthy, how unfavourable a light does 
this repreſent that all-glorious Perſon to whom it is ap- 
plied ? Is he not far ſuperior in antiquity, as well as in 
all other reſpects, to time, and the days of time? More- 
over, the phraſe day or days, is applied to eternity in 
Mic. v. 2. That it there denotes the days of eternity, 
in contradiſtinction to the days of time, I am afterwards 
to prove. I might alſo cite, Pſal. xxi. 4. in which the 
phraſe days is uſed to denote an eternal duration, or 
that glorious and endleſs life that Chriſt, as the exalted 
head of the new covenant, is now in poſſeſſion of. Are 
they the days of time, or are they the days of eternity ? 
They plainly are the days of eternity ; even days that 
are to endure for ever and ever. In a word, I muſt 
obſerve here, that the Scripture points ont two different 
ſorts of days, God's days and man's days; in other 
words, the days of eternity, and the days of time. 
Job x. 5. it is alked, Are thy days as the days of man & 
What are God's days as contradiſtinguiſhed from man's 
days? Are they not the days of eternity, in contradi. 
ſtinction to the days of time? Surely. Let the reader 
recollect theſe inſtances, and let him ſay, whether the 
phraſe day or days is, or is not, in Scripture, applied to 
eternity as well as to time, 

Obj. 4. Is taken from the Apoſtle's application of 
this paſſage, Acts xili. 33. in which the Apoſtle ſpeaks 
thus, God hath fulfilled the ſame, unto us their children, 
in that he hath raiſed up Jeſus again; as it is alſo writ- 
ten in the ſecond Pſalm, Thou art my fon, this day have 
{ begotten thee, It is infinuated, that the Apoſtle 
here applies the paſſage, quoted from the ſecond Pſalm, 
to the incarnation of Chriſt, as an inconteſtible evi- 
dence, that it was in his incarnation in the fulneſs of 
time, and not from eternity as has been generally be- 

lie ved, 
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lieved, that he was generated as the Son of God. Ag 
to this we readily allow, that the Apoſtle Paul is an in- 
fallible expoſitor of Old Teſtament Scripture : But even 
on ſuppoſition, that he had, in the inſtance referred to, 
applied that paſſage of the ſecond Pſalm to Chriſt's incar- 
nation, it would not prove that it was not from eternity, 
but only in the fulneſs of time when his incarnation hap- 
pened, that he was generated as the Son of God. That 
application might rather be intended to point out the di- 
vine original and the unequalled dignity of that all-glo- 
rions Perſon, who, in his amazing condeſcenſion, was 
incarnate, But how does it appear, that the Apoſtle 
applies the paſſage to the incarnation of Chriſt ? Is this 
the ſenſe in which the Apoſtle's words have been gene- 
rally interpreted and underſtood ? It is not. Interpre- 
ters have unanimouſly underſtood them of the reſurrect- 
on of Chriſt, That paſſage of the ſecond Pſalm relating 
to the eternal generation of Chriſt as the Son, is, with 
great propriety, applied to his reſurrection; becauſe it 
was an eminent declaration of his Sonſhip, Rom. i. 4. 
For underſtanding that paſſage in the Acts, it is to be 
obſerved, that in that context, the Apoſtle mentions a 
twofold railing up of Chriſt; one in his incarnation, a- 
nother in his reſurrection. The former is introduced at 
ver. 23. the latter at ver. 30. and on this laſt, he inſiſts 
down to ver. 37. Thus the application of the ſecond 
Pſalm ver. 33. relates not to the incarnation but the re- 
ſurreftion. To ſuppoſe that the firſt raiſing up is intro- 
duced ver. 23. the ſecond, ver, 30. that the former is 
reſumed, ver. 33. the latter, ver. 34. is inconſiſtent 
both with the accuracy of Paul as a preacher, and Luke 
as a writer. The firſt raiſing up introduced, ver. 23. 1s 
diſmiſled, ver. 29. The tranſition to the ſecond raiſing up 
is at ver. 30. and on it the Apoſtle dwells in the ſubſequent 
verſes down to ver. 37. But it may be pled in ſupport 
of the novel interpretation, that ver. 33. muſt be under- 
ſtood of the incarnation, becauſe it wants the words, 
ex veupwr, from the dead, which mark the diſtinction be. 
tween the ſecond raiſing up or reſurrection, ver. 30. and 


the firſt raiſing up or incarnation, ver. 23. but any ſhaven 
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of argument there is here, evaniſhes all at once, when 
we look forward to ver. 37. which mult be acknowledg- 
ed by all to relate to the ſecond raiſing up or reſurrecti- 
on, and yet it wants theſe words, « y:xpwy, from the dead. 
Now if the 37th verſe relates to the ſe&ond raiſing up, or 
the reſurrection, why may not ver. 33. be underſtood 
of the reſurrection, tho? theſe words are omitted? 

Laſtly, It is objected, That the Jewiſh Paraphraſts un- 
derſtand this paſſage, not of the eternal generation of 
Chriſt as the Son of God, but of that temporal genera- 
tion of his complex Perſon as God-man, which our au- 
thor inſiſts ſo ſtrenuouſly for. As to this, I ſhall only 
ſay, the objector himſelf knows how little ſtreſs is to be 
laid on theſe Targums or Paraphraſes; eſpecially theſe 
on the Hagiographa, which, as is generally believed, 
were written by Joſeph the blind, one more modern 
and leſs eſteemed, than the other Paraphraſts. All, who 
are in the leaſt acquainted with theſe writings, know 
what ridiculous and extravagant things are contained in 
them. Beſides, that temporal generation of the com- 
plex Perſon of Chriſt as God-man, was entirely unknown 
to all the Jewiſh Paraphraſts, as much unknown to the 
Jewiſh Paraphraſts, as it was to the members of the 
Weſtminſter Aſſembly. The hints I have offered, may 
ſerve to convince every diſcerning and unbiaſſed perſon, 
that all the arguments urged, to invalidate the received 
interpretation of that glorious paſſage we quoted from 
the ſecond Pſalm, are quite inconcluſive. But to obvi- 
ate farther all objections and cavils; and to eſtablith 
our interpretation of that paſſage, as an illuſtrious proof 
of the Eternal Generation of Chriſt as the Son of God, I 
ſhall add the following conliderations. 

1. If the generation of Chriſt as the Son of God, was 
future, not only when the decree itſelf obtained from 
eternity, but when it was declared 3000 years after the 
commencement of time, Why is it repreſented in this paſ- 
ſage as a thing paſt? It deſerves particular notice here, 
that what we take to be the decree, in ver. 8, 9. is 
expreſt in the future tenſe. If it is pretended, that 
the generation of Chriſt, in the cloſe of ver. 7. belongs 

tO 


98 The great Doctrine of the Eternal Generation 


to the decree, it may be aſked, V/hy is it expreſt in the 


paſt time, when the other parts of the decree, in the 


tollowing verſes, evidently. are expreſt in the future ? Is 
not this variation of the tenſe a plain intimation, that the 
generation mentioned in the end of ver. 7. does not be- 
long to the decree mentioned in the beginning of that 
verſe, and more fully declared in the two ſubſequent 
verſes ?. It is granted that future events are, in the pro- 
phetical Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, ſometimes re- 


preſented as paſt or preſent ; ſuch as Chriſt's birth, Iſa. 


ix. 6. and his death, Iſa. lii. chapter. But theſe e- 
vents were, in other. paſſages of thoſe Scriptures, repre- 
ſented as future; his birth, Iſa. vii. 14. his death, Dan. 
ix. 26. and, therefore, the Old Teſtament Church was 
in no danger of thinking that theſe then future events 
were paſt. But where, in all the Scriptures of the Old 
Teſtament, is there the ſmalleſt hint that the generation 
of Chriſt, was to happen, or his Sonſhip to commence at 
an after period ? 

2. If the paſſage is to be conſidered as a prediction of 
the after generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God, 
where do the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament point ont 
the period, at which this great event was to happen ? 
When great events were predicted under the Old Teſta- 
ment, it was uſual to mark out the periods at which they 
were to be accompliſhed: For example the birth of 
Chriſt, Gen. xlix. 10. his death, Dan. ix. 26. But the 
the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament ſay nothing con- 
cerning a future period, at which the generation of the 
only begotten Son of God was to happen. And no 
wonder, for it was an event paſt then, as well as it is 
now. 

3. This paſſage, fo far as it relates to the generation 
of the Son of God, is immediately connected with his 
deſignation to the Prieſtly office, Heb. v. 5. Now 
when did his deſignation to the Prieſtly office obtain? 
Was it in the fulneſs of time, four thouſand years after 
the creation of the world? It certainly was at a far ear- 
lier period. Some hundreds of years before the incar- 
nation, we find him in the exerciſe of the incercelor 
branc 
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branch of the Prieſtly office, Zechar. i. 12. Did not his 


deſignation to the general office of Mediator, including 
the particular offices of Prophet, Prieſt and King, obtain 
from eternity? Surely. 1 Pet. i. 20. Therefore that 
generation, which the pallage expreſſes, muſt have ob- 
tained from eternity. is Sonſhip evidently is preſup- 
poſed to his deſignation to the Mediatory office, We 
cannot otherwiſe account for the ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity being called rather than the firſt. It befitted 
the Father to ſend, and the Son to be ſent. 

4. The connection determines our interpretation of this 
paſſage to be the true one. I might plead ver. 2. in which 
he is ſaid, as the Son, to be the Lord's anointed ; which 
denotes primarily his deſignation to his office and work 
as Mediator. I might alſo inſiſt on ver. 6. where he is 
deſcribed as King in Zion, which he was, prior as well 
as poſterior to his incarnation. I might alfo inſiſt on ver. 
II, 12. in which he is, as the Son of God, exhibited as 
the object of religious worſhip ; which he was under the 
Old, as really as he is under the New Teſtament. Bur 
let us eſpecially attend to the more immediate context. 
When was it that the firſt Perſon beſpoke the ſecond 
thus, —Thou art my Son, this day I begat thee? Was it 
not when the decree, mentioned in the beginning of the 
verſe, firſt obtained? Was it not in the council of peace 
before all worlds ? Then it was that the great plan of 
our redemption was concerted. Then it was that the 
everlaſting Covenant was made. Then it was that the 
eternal Father infured to his co-eternal Son a glorious 
reward for the great work he was to accompliſh in the 
fulneſs of time: And accordingly addreſſed him on that 
occaſion, in words expreſſing the filial relation and cha- 
racter, thus, Thou art my Son, this day I begat thee; 
aſk of me, and I ſhall give thee the heathen for thine inhe- 
ritance, and the very uttermnſt parts of the earth for thy 
Paſſeſſion. Can there be any thing fuller or clearer in 
proof of the eternal generation and Sonſhip of our blel- 
ſed Lord? The importance of this paſſage, conſidered 
as an early and illuſtrious atteſtation to that great truth, is 
the only apology I ſhall make for dwelling ſo long upon it. 


II. 
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II. Old Teſtament proof ſhall be taken from Pal. ii. 
12. Kiſs the Son leſt he be angry, and ye periſh from 
the way, when his wrath is kindled but a little Bleſſed 
are all they that put their truſt in him, This is one of 
theſe Scripture-texts which do not ſo directly prove 


the eternity of Chriſt's generation and Sonſhip ; but e- 


vidently ſhew that it obtained prior to his incarnation, 
The metaphorical expreſſion ki/s, uſed here and elſe- 
where in Scripture, has different acceptations. It be- 
ſpeaks friendſhip and love, Song. i. 2. Rom. xvi. 16. 
It denores religious worſhip, 1 Kings xix. 18. Job xxxi. 
27. Hof. xiti. 2. and it expreſſes that ſubjection and 
homage, which ſubjects owe to their king, 1 Sam. x. 1. 
Jn all theſe ſeveral reſpects it applies well to Chriſt, 
He is highly deſerving of our love and eſteem, he is the 
object of all religious worſhip, internal and external ; 
and he, in his regal character, is intitled to homage and 
obedience from us all as his ſubjects. In all theſe diffe- 
rent views he is exhibited in the context. He is the 
infinite Jehovah, and, therefore, has an unqueſtionable 
title to religious worſhip, ver. 11. He is king in Zion; 
and, therefore, has an unqueſtionable title to ſubjection 
and obedience from us, ver. 6. In every reſpect and 
view, he is amiable; and, there fore, intitled to our 
love and eſteem. Now it deſerves particular notice, 
that all this is required and to be performed to Chriſt as 
the Son. The exprefſion here uſed, we have ſeen, de- 


notes religious worſhip, and this is due and to be per- 


formed to him as the Son; therefore he muſt be the 
Son not only as Mediator, but as the ſecond Perſon of 
the Trinity, or as God. Again, as both homage and a- 
doration were due to him as the Son, and as both were 
due to him under the Old Teſtament as really as they 
are under the New, he muſt have been a Son under 
the former as well as he is under the latter, z. e. before 
as well as after his incarnation. To ſer this matter in 
a proper light, I ſhall take notice of the following 
things. 

1. There is not the ſmalleſt hint, that the relation 


which the filial charecter expreſſes, did not ſubſiſt woes 
this 
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this pſalm was compoſed. It is vain to pretend that he 
is here called the Son only by anticipation, or that this 
is only a prophetic intimation of his after generation as 
the Son of God. Objectors and cavillers may ſay what 
they pleaſe, but the paſſage itſelf ſays no ſuch thing. 
Chriſt never is, after his incarnation, more expreſsly 
called a Son, than he is in this pſalm, written a thouſand 
years before it. It is no leſs vain to alledge that this 
paſſage muſt refer and apply only to goſpel times, be- 
cauſe it is connected with ver. 10. which foretels the 
converſion of many kings and kingdoms to Chriſt in 
theſe times. For if Chriſt was not a Son till the pe- 
riod at which the converſion of the Gentile nations was 
to take place, he was not Jehovah, or the object of re- 
ligious worſhip till that period. The paſſage we plead 
from, is as much connected with ver. 11. in which the 
name Jehovah is aſcribed to Chriſt, and he is exhibited 
as the object of religious worſhip, as it is with ver. 10. 
which is underſtood to be a prediction of the converſion 
of the Gentile nations in New Teſtament times. All 
degrees of men in the Jewiſh nation, Judges and jud- 
ged, Rulers and ruled ; all degrees of men in the neigh- 
bouring nations, who had intercourſe with the Jews, 
and acceſs to theſe oracles which were committed to 
them, were bound to ſerve Chriſt as God, and to ſub- 
mit to him as King in Zion; conſequently to kiſs him 
as the Son then as well as now. This was expreſsly 
required, and therefore incumbent on all, then as much 
as now. 

2. If Chriſt was not a Son, previous to his incarna- 
tion, the duty, expreſſed here by kiſſing him, was not 
binding till that event happened. The duty was to be 
performed to him under the exprefs conſideration of a 
Son, and, therefore, if he was not a Son, that duty could 
not be binding, under the Old Teſtament. What! was 
not the duty, metaphorically expreſt by kifſing the Son, 
binding under the Old Teſtament as well as under the 
New? Was not homage and ſubjection due to him as a 
King then as well as now? Was not religious worſhi 
as due to him, the infinite Jehovah, before as after his 


incarnation ? 
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incarnation? Are not theſe duties of a moral nature? 
Is not the moral law of univerſal and perpetual obli. 

ation? Was he not in his filial character, or as Son, 
the object of all this worſhip and ſervice then as really 
as now ? But why were the Jews required to kiſs the 
Son, if there was no Son? 

3. This argument is further corroborated by the 
connexion in which the words ſtand, If any, pleading 
upon the general nature and deſign of the pſalin, inſiſt 
that the paſſage is to be conſidered as a prophetic in- 
timation of the after generation and Sonſhip of Chriſt; 
then, with equal reaſon, I may plead that every other 
part of the pſalm is to be conſidered prophetically, 
The unavoidable conſequence is, Chriſt was not, under the 
Old Teſtament, the infinite JeEHovan, or the object af 
religious worthip as he is ſtiled ver. 11. He was not an 
object of truſt and dependence for ſinners of mankind, 
as in, the Jaſt part of this verſe. He was only at 
an after period, i. e. a thouſand years after the writing 
of this pſalm, to become Jehovah, the object of relig. 
ous worſhip, and an object of truſt and dependence {or 
ſinners of mankind, I fay, if the paſſage, from which 
our proof is taken, is to be conſidered prophetically, 
every other part of the pſalm, and every thing it a. 
ſcribes to Chriſt, is to be conſidered prophetically, 
"The conſequence is moſt injurious to that all-glorious 
Perſon ; it robs him not only of his filial character but 
of his Deity itſelf, He is not in the context more ex- 
preſsly called Jehovah, or the object of religious wor— 
ſhip, than he is, in the paſlape, affirmed to be the Son. 
But if he was not a Son, Why is he affirmed to be 
one? Did the God of truth give to him a name exprel- 
ſive of a relation that did not belong to him? Is not 
ſach a ſuppoſition injurious bath to his Father and to 
him ? Did the paſlage exhibit a fictitious object of wor- 
ſhip? Were perſons peremptorily enjoined to kiſs the 
Son, when there was no Son? Surely no. Therefore 
I conclude that our divine Lord really was, what he is 
here affirmed to be, i. e. a Son prior, as he is poſterior, 
to his incarnation. ; 1 


mg — | ng — — "TT Go 8 


= Lg — ä — op as OA A<c as 


* 


of Chrift, as the Son of God, confirmed, c. 103 


III. Old Teſtament proof may be taken from that 

f illaſtrious paſſage, Prov. viii. 22. 24, 25. 30. The Lord, 
- poſſeſſed me in the beginning of his way, before his works 
„ of old. When there were no depths, I was brought forth: 
When there were no fountains abounding with water. 

e Before the mountains were ſettled, b-fore the hills was I 
brought forth. Then I was by him, as one brought up 

e with him And I was daily his delight, rejoicing always 
s WM before him. The great queſtion, in relation to this paſ- 
{t ſage, is, What or who is intended by Wiſdom mentioned 
„nin it? Our author does not underitand it of a perſon at 
F all, far leſs of a divine Perfon. He tells us, that by 
er Wiſdom here, he underſtands, “ that great intellectual 
y. and moral principle, in the mind, either of God or 
ne WW man, by which we form the beſt and worthieſt de- 
of WW ſigns in mind, and carry them forward into a wiſe 
a WW © and a virtuous courſe of life,” p. 34. Is not this de- 
finition inaccurate ? Does not the laſt part of it, in op- 


a poſition to the firſt, exclude divine, and include only hu- 
ng man wiſdom? 


7 In oppoſition to our author's interpretation of wiſ- 
or dom in the paſſage from which the proof is taken, I 
ich WH am, with all orthodox expoſitors, to ſhow that it relates 


ly, W to, and muſt be underſtood of Chriſt. And in order 
do ſet the matter in as clear a light as poſſible, I ſhall 
ly. proceed in the following order: Firſt, thow that Wiſ. 
dus dom here muſt be underſtood of a proper perſon : Se- 
condly, that it means a divine Perſon + Thirdly, that it 
denotes the ſecond Perſon in the Trinity ; and, Fourth- 
ly, that it points out his Eternal Generation, as the Son 
of God. I am, 
Firſt, To ſhow that Wifdom here muſt be interpreted 
and underſtood of a perſon, a proper perſon. Now this 
appears from the different perſonal characters and acti- 
ons aſcribed. to Wiſdom in this chapter. How do all 
the orthodox prove, how does our author himſelf prove, 
that there are different and diſtin&t perſons in the God- 
head? Ir is by ſhowing that the Scriptures aſcribe dif- 
ferent perſonal characters to theſe divine fubſiſtences: 
Not only different characters, but different perſonal cha- 
racters ; ſuch as are incompetent for different perfecti- 
ons; 


* 
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ons ; and, therefore, muſt belong to diſtinct perſons. 
In the very ſame manner it, appears, that Wiſdom here 
means a perſon. The paſſage aſcribes to Wiſdom, ſuch 


characters and actions as do not befit a perfection; and, 


therefore, muſt belong to a perſon. The chapter con- 
tains a variety of thoſe perional characters and actions. 
There is that of an inſtructor or teacher, ver. 4. 6. 
that of a Counſellor, ver. 14. that of ſupreme Gover. 
nor of the world, or the fountain of all authority and 
power, ver. 15, 16. Wiſdom is ſaid, ver. 23. to have 
been from everlaſting ſet apart, or ſet up, i. e. to a high 
office. It cannot well be refuſed that this is the literal 
meaning of the word uſed in the Hebrew text. Can 
there be any thing more uncouth than to ſpeak of an 
attribute ſet up or apart to an office? What office is it 
that Wiſdom, conſidered as an intellectual and moral prin- 
ciple, was ſet apart to? Further, Wiſdom is here, ſaid to 
have been brought forth from eternity, ver. 24, 25, a 
children are born into the world. What attribute 1s 
it that was, from eternity, brought forth as a ſon is be- 
otten and born into the world? Wiſdom having been 
brought forth, is faid, ver. 30. to have been by God 
the 4 as one brought up with him, as a ſon b 
by his father. Can there be any thing more abſurd 
than to interpret and underſtand this of an intellectual 
and moral principle in the mind either of God or man. 
I might here inſiſt on that parallel paſſage, Prov. 1. 
20.—30, Our author will readily allow, that the ſame 
thing is intended by Wiſdom in both places. Now let 
him ſay, upon reflection, whether it be moſt congruous, 
to interpret Wiſdom, in the parallel place, of an intel- 
lectual and moral principle, or of a proper perſon? I 
the outpouring of the Holy Ghoſt, mentioned ver. 23. 
the work of an intellectual and moral principle, or of 2 
perſon, a proper perſon? Is the pouring our of the 
Spirit the work of an attribute? Is it not rather the work 
of a perſon? This is what the eſſential wiſdom of God 
never is ſaid to do; but the perſonal wiſdom of God 
expreſsly ſaid to do it, John xvi. 7. But this remind 

me of the | | 
' Secoud thing I have to prove here, namely, that 
| Wiſdom 
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Wiſdom, in the paſſage quoted, means not only a 
perſon, but a divine Perſon. I need not dwell long on 
this branch of the argument. To underſtand Wiſdom 
here of a human principle or human perſon, is to de- 
grade it in a manner perfectly ſhameful. That it means 
a perſon I have proved ; and that it denotes a divine 
perſon, is evident. Who but the infinite Ged one cf 
conſummate wiſdom can ſay, as in ver. 12. I Wiſdom dwell 
with prudence, and find out the knowledge of witty inventions ? 
Who, but the all-wiſe God, is warranted to ſay, as in ver. 
14. Counſel is mine and ſound wiſdom I am underſtanding, 
1 have ſtrength * Who but the Almighty God, the Ru- 
ler of the world, is authoriſed to ſay, as in ver. 16. 
By me kings reign, and princes decree juſtice ; by me 
princes rule, and nobles ; even all the judges of the earth ? 
Who, but the object of all religious worſhip, is intitled 


to ſay, as in ver. 17. 1 love them that lyve me, and thoſe 


that ſeek me early ſhall find me * Who but the all-ſuffi- 
cient God, is able to ſay, as in ver. 18, 19, Riches and 
honour are with me ; yea durable riches and righteouſneſs ; 
my fruit is better than gold, yea than fine gold; and my 
revenue than choice ſilver * Who but an unerring one, 
will venture to ſay, as in ver. 20. J lead in the way of 
righteouſneſs, in the midſt of the paths of judgment ? 
Who but that all-glorious one who 1s infinitely rich, 
can promiſe, as in ver. 21. 1 cauſe thoſe that love me to 
inherit ſubſtance and I will fill their treaſures 9 A divine 
perſon only, one equally without beginning and without 
end, can ſpeak as in the following verſes, in which there 
Is a prand deſcription of eternity. Let the reader ru- 
minate but a very little on theſe things, and then Jet 
him ſay, whether or not Wiſdom mentioned in the paſ- 
ſage, is to be underſtood of a divine Perſon ; not only a 
perſon, but a divine Perſon. But I am, 

Thirdly, To prove that Wiſdom here denotes the ſe. 
cond Perſon in the God-head ; not only a:divine Perſon, 
but the ſecond Perſon, in contradiſtinction to the firſt 
and third. The beſt interpreters generally agree to un- 
derſtand it of Chriſt, But to this application of it, my 

” neighbour 
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neighbour ſtrongly objects. His objections here are 
three, which I ſhall conſider in order. 

1. It is objected, that Wiſdom, in this paſlage, is re. 
preſented as a female, and, therefore, cannot mean the 
ſecond Perſon in the God-head, who is always deſcribed 
in the maſculine gender, p. 34, 35. It is truly aſtoniſh. 
ing, that a man of ſenſe ſhould allow himſelf to men- 
tion an objection ſo very trifling. There is an obvious 
propriety in introducing Chriſt in Scripture under the 
notion of Wiſdom, In the conſtitution of his perſon as 
Mediator, and in the great work accompliſhed by him, 
there is the moſt glorious diſplay of the manifold wifdom 
of God, Epheſ. iii. 10. But if he is at all to be deſcri- 
bed under the notion of wiſdom, a word in the femi- 
nine gender muſt be applied to him; for this good rea- 
ſon, the word Wiſdom, both in the Hebrew of the Old 
Teſtament, and the Greek of the New, as well as other 
languages, is in the feminine gender. Is he not deſcri- 
bed in the feminine gender, or is not a word in the fe- 
minine gender applied to him by an inſpired Apoſtle, 
1 Cor. i. 24.? Here he is ſtiled Chri/t the Wiſdom of Cod. 
And who knows not that the word n coptz, rendered 
Wiſdom, is in the feminine gender? He defcribes 
himſelf in the feminine gender, when he affirms of him- 
ſelf, John xv. 1. I am the true vine, Who knows not 


that the word 1 @penog, rendered Vine, is in the fe- 
minine gender? Has his Apoſtle, has he himſelf uſed a 
word in the feminine gender, in deſcribing himſelf?! 
And is the word, rendered Wiſdom in the pallage under 
conſideration, inapplicable to him, or incompetent fot 
him, becauſe it is in the feminine gender? Who will be 
ſo fooliſh as to ſay ſo? 

2. It is objected, that Wiſdom is not deſcribed in this 
paſſage as a co-agent with God, as all Scripture repre- 
ſents the divine word in the works of creation, but as al 
attendant or companion; and, therefore, it is not to be 
underſtood of the perſonal but of the eſſential wiſdom of 
God, p 35. In anſwer to this objection, it is to be obſer- 
ved, that tho” creation is the undivided work of the Three- 

7 one 
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one God; it is ſometimes more expreſsly aſcribed to one, 
at other times to another of the co- eternal Three. In 
John i. 1, 2, 3, 10, the work of creation is expreſsly 
aſcribed to the eternal Word, or ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity. And tho? the firſt Perſon is mentioned in that 
flage, ver, 12, 18. he is not deſcribed as a co- agent 
with the ſecond, as all Scripture repreſents the firſt of 
the co-eternal Three to have been in the work of crea- 
tion. Would it be fair thence to infer, either that God, 
mentioned in the three verſes laſt quoted, is not the. firſt 
Perſon, or that he was not a co-agent with the ſecond 
in the work of creation? Far from it. But it is equally un- 
fair to infer, either that Wiſdom, in the paſſage from which 
our proof is taken, is not the ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity, or that he was not a co-agent with the firſt in the 
work of creation. Tho? the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity is 
here mentioned, and his eternal exiſtence as God, toge- 
ther with his eternal generation, as the Son of God, 
pointed out ; the paſſage rather relates to him in his 
mediatory character. Beſides, it is raſhly, and, perhaps, 
unwarrantably affirmed, that he is not here deſcribed as 
a co- agent with God in the work of creation, His co- 
agency with the. firft Perſon in that 2 work, if not 
expreſſed, ſeems evidently to be implied. He tells us, 
ver. 27. that when the firſt Perſon, his eternal Father, 
prepared the heavens, he, the ſecond Perſon, his co-eter- 
nal Son, was there, Now, in what capacity, or for 
what end, was he there? Was it only as an idle ſpec- 
tator, or as an honorary attendant ? Let one Scripture 
interpret another. The beginning of John's Goſpel, 
chap. i. 1, 2, 3, appears to be more parallel to this paſ- 
ſage than any other place I can recollect. For what 
end, or in what capacity, does it ſay, he was preſent 
with JEHOVAH the firſt Perſon in the beginning of time, 
and at finiſhing the works of creation? Was it only as 
an unoperative attendant ? It was as a co-worker. AI. 
things were made by him; and without him there was not 

any thing made that was made. 
3. It is objected, that the New Teſtament is totally 
lent as to this paſſage z neither Chriſt nor his apes 
| make. 
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make the remoteſt reference to it, p. 35. Let us, for a 


while, admit the aſſertion, that neither our Lord nor 


his Apoſtles make any reference to this paſſage. What 
are we to infer from this? What does the objector him- 
ſelf infer? He infers, that the paſſage does not relate to 
Chriſt; and, conſequently, is not to be interpreted of 
him. What is the purport of ſuch reaſoning ? It im- 
plies, that no part of Old Teſtament Scripture is to be 
underſtood of Chriſt, except either our Lord or his 
Apoſtles expreſsly refer to it, or quote it in the New 
Teſtament. What is the conſequence ? The inevitable 
conſequence is, all the Churches in the world, both 


Jewiſh and Chriſtian, have hitherto laboured under egre» 


ious miſtakes in relation to the Scriptures of the Old 
Feſtament. They took Chriſt to be the great ſubject of 
the Prophets as well as the Apoſtles; whereas, accord- 
ing to the objector's reaſoning, only a very ſmall and in- 
conſiderable part of the writings of the former, have 
any connection with, or relation to Chriſt. How ſmall 
a part of the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament are ex- 
preſsly referred to, or quoted by the New Teſtament 
writers? Were we to cull out from the Scriptures of the 
New Teſtament, the few paſſages which have been 'con- 
ſidered as expreſs references to, or quotations from the 
Old, how very, very ſmall a proportion would they 
bear to the whole? IT could mention ſome of the molt 
illuſtriouf and evangelical paſſages in all the Scriptures of 
the Old Teſtament ; and, with as much reaſon as the 
objector does in the inſtance in queſtion, I might plead, 
that the New Teſtament is altogether ſilent concerning 
them; neither our Lord nor his Apoſtles make any re- 
ference to them. Shall we ſtill, with all who have gone 
before us, underſtand theſe paſſages of Chriſt ; or hall 
we now conſider them to have no connection with him, 
or relation to him? God forbid that we adopt the latter. 
But this is not all; not only the many myriads of Saints 
who lived in the preceding ages, but the inſpired A. 
poſtles themſelves, who have all along been conſidered 
as infallible expoſitors of Old Teſtament Scriptures, have 
been egregiouſly miſtaken concerning thele , 


of Chriſt, as the Son of God, confirmed, &. 109 
An eminent Apoſtle affirms, That to him, i. e. Chriſt, 


gave all the Prophets witneſs, Acts x, 43. And we are 


aſſured, by unqueſtionable authority, that the law of 
Moſes; the Prophets, and the Pſalms, i. e. all the Scrip- 
tures of the Old Teſtament, relate to Chriſt. ' And that 
they do ſo in innumerable places, which, it 1s not pre: 
tended, either our Lord or his Apoſtle expreſsly quote 
or refer to in the New Teſtament, cannot be refuſed. 

In the next place, it is not perhaps true, that nei- 
ther our Lord nor his Apoſtles make any reference to 
this paſſage. It was, at leaſt, raſh for the objector to 
affirm it. It is the opinion of ſome very judicious wri- 
ters, that the New Teltament is not altogether without 
references to it. A conſiderable dai writer 
thinks, that in John 1. 1. there is a reference to ver. 30. 
There is, no doubt, an obvious coincidence between the 
two. In the one it is ſaid, that the ſecond Perſbn was 
from everlaſting by God the Father ; in the other, that 
he was with him. I ſhall not pretend to ſay, how far 
there are, in the New Teſtament, direct references to 
this paſſage ; but I will affirm, that there is a remark- 
able coincidence between it and various parts of the 
Scriptures of the New Teſtament. This will appear 
from the following hints, in which I am to attempt what 
I have only been paving the way for,. namely, to prove 
that Wiſdom, in this conſolatory paſſage, not only means 
a Perſon, and a divine Perſon, but the ſecond of the 
ſacred Three. May I not aſk, of whom does the royal 
Preacher ſpeak here? Is it of himſelf, or of another 
man ? Certainly a greater than Solomon is here. Let 
us review the chapter, that we may ſee whether it ap- 
plies beſt to Chriſt or to another. Of whom ſhall we 
underſtand the firſt eleven verſes, but of that ſacred Per. 


fon who is ſtiled the Preacher of Righteouſneſs in the 


great Congregation, which is the Church? Compare 
Pſal. xl. 9, 10. Heb. ii. 12. Of whom ſhall we inter- 
pret ver. 12. but of him who was in the Council of 
Peace, and tranſacted with his eternal Father in it; 
when the great plan of Redemption was formed, and 
every thing relating to it concerted, before all worlds ? 
| 3 Compare 
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Compare Pſal. lxxxix. 19, 20. Of whom ſhall we ex- 
plain, ver. 15, 16, but of the Prince of the kings of the 
earth ; even that all-glorious Perſon whoſe incommuni- 
cable title is King of Kings, and Lord of Lords? Com. 
pare Rev. i. 5. xix. 16. To whom ſhall we apply 
yer. 17. but to the Friend of publicans and ſinners? 
What ample encouragement does he give to ſinners of 
mankind, eſpecially of the younger ſort? Compare 
Matth. xix. 14. Muſt not ver. 18, 19, be underſtood 
of him, who, in his amazing condeſcenſion, became ex. 
tremely poor, that we, through his poverty, might be 
made rich, 2 Cor, vii. 9.; Even him whom the Father 
has loved fo, as to give all things into his hand, Johm ui. 35. 
And who accordingly makes the truly great and rich 
offer, ver. 21.? To whom can ver. 20. relate, but bun 
whom JEHOVAH has given for a Leader and a Com- 
mander to the people; and who leads or brings the 
blind by a way they know not, Ifa. Iv. 4. xlii. x6. ? That 
ver. 22, 24, 25, 30, relate to Chriſt, and muſt be inter · 
preted of him, and him only, I am afterwards to ſhow, 
To whom in heaven or earth will ver. 23. apply, but to 
the Head of the New Covenant, who, in the Council of 
Peace before all worlds, was anointed, i. e. ſeparated 
and ſet apart to his mediatory office and work ? How 
; very unnatural and uncouth is it, to ſpeak of an in- 
'/ BY tellectual and moral principle being ſet apart to an office 
{BY It is a thing unknown in Scripture, It was the fecond 
of the co- eternal Three, in contradiſtinction to the firft 
1 N and third, that was, from everlaſting, ſet up as the Head 
; * of the New Covenant. Muſt not ver. 27, 28, 29, be 
| 


FM interpreted of him who is deſcribed in that parallel place, 
| John 1. 1, 2, 3, as a co-worker with the eternal Father 
in the production of all things out of 2 as he (ill 


is in the preſervation of all the creatures, Rev. iii. 14. 


Col. i. 16, 17. John v. 17.? Of whom ſhall we, or can 
we underſtand ver. 30. but of him who always was in 
the Father's boſom, infinitely near and dear to him? 
Even him, concerning whom the Father declares, oftener 
than once, by an audible voice from heaven, This 15 mY 


beloved Son; and who is ſtiled his dear Son, or the 8 
is 
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Vi love, John i. 18. Matth. iti, 17. xvii. 5. Col. i. 13.? 
In one word, it is affirmed in relation to the perſonal 


wiſdom of God, ver. 35. that whoſo findeth him findeth 
life. How remarkably parallel is this to the words of 


the beloved Diſciple, 1 John v. 12. He that hath the Son 


hath life? Thoſe inſtances muſt ſerve to ſhow, that there 
is the fulleſt agreement between this paſſage and the 
other Scriptures relating to Chriſt; and, therefore, every 
one, who is not either moſt miſerably infatuated, or moſt 
unhappily biaſſed, muſt be fully ſatisfied, that he, and he 
only, is the perſon intended by Wiſdom here. I ſhall 
only add, that, in the Hebrew text, different words are 
uſed to denote Wiſdom, ver. 5. 14. And theſe are not 
only different one from another, but from the word 
rendered Wiſdom, ver. 1.; and again, ver. 12. And 
this is a farther evidence, that the perſonal wiſdom of 
God is here intended. He is both the ſpeaker and the 
ſubject. Herein he differs from all other ſpeakers ; when 
he ſpeaks, it is of himſelf, and not of another man. But 
I undertook 

Fourthly, To ſhew that this paſſage not only relates to 
Chriſt, but points out his Eternal generation as the Son 
of God. The author, as his laſt reſource, pleads, that 
even ſuppoſing this paſſage to relate to Chriſt, it will 


not prove his eternal generation as the Son of God, p. 36. 


He inſinuates, that the Hebrew text will not admit of 
this interpretation. As to this I ſhall only ſay, it ſur- 
prizes me greatly that he ſhould attempt to avail himſelf 
of the original text. Nothing is more certain than that 
the paſſage was interpreted of Chriſt before either he or 
I was born, by many who underſtood the original text 
as well as either of us can pretend to do. What there 
is in ir that militates againſt our interpretation, I neither 
can conceive nor does he pretend to tell, Every repeat- 
ed peruſal of the pallage, in the original text, confirms 
me the more, that it contains a glorious proof, not only 
of Chriſt's eternal exiſtence as God, but of his eternal 

generation as the Son of God. 
Again, our author inſinuates, that our interpretation 
of the paſſage is not agreeable to the nature of the glo- 
| rious 
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rious ſubject. Before I pretend to anſwer this objection, 
I muſt aſk what the meaning of it is. If my opponent 
will undertake to explain it, I will undertake to an- 
ſwer it. | 
He inſiſts further here, that our interpretation is not 
conſiſtent with other Scriptures, which treat the ſubject 
in a clearer manner. This allegation is juſt as much un- 
ſupported as any of the former ; and, therefore, might 
remain unanſwered. The interpretation objected to, 
appears to me, and hitherto has appeared to the whole 
Chriſtian world, to be fully conſiſtent with the nature of 
the glorious ſubject ; and perfectly conſonant to all the 
other Scriptures relating to it. Such are the objections 
my neighbour has ſtarted againſt that interpretation of 
the . 24 which we now plead for. Unjuſt objections! 
But in order to ſhew that the verſes quoted do point 
out the generation of Chritt, as the Son of God, from 
eternity; it will be proper to examine them in order a 
little more accurately. ver. 22. The perſonal wiſdom 
of God is introduced, ſpeaking thus, Zehovah, i. e. the 
eternal Father, poſſeſſed me in the beginning of his way, 
before his works of old. The firſt clauſe of the verſe 
might be read literally thus, As for Jehovah, he poſſeſ- 
ſed me the beginning of his way,—and then the particle 
in, is conſidered as a ſupplement, an upneceſſary, rather, 
an improper ſupplement. According to this reading the 
firſt part of the verſe is remarkably ſimilar to Rev. ii. 
14. This is, perhaps, no inconſiderable evidence, that 
the ſame glorious Perſon is intended in both places. In 
the one it is ſaid, Jehovah the Father poſſeſſed the ſe- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity, the beginning of his way; in 
the other the ſecond Perſon is faid to be the begin- 
ning of the creation of God. When was it that the e- 
ternal Father poſſeſſed the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, 
as his co-eternal Son? It was before his works of old. 
Are theſe words thought to be in the leaſt ambiguous or 
doubtful? Let the ſubſequent verſes determine the 
meaning of them. Who, that reads them -but once, 
can heſitate a moment, whether to underſtand them 0 
time or eternity ? 

| Now, 
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Now when the ſecond Perſon is ſaid to have been poſ- 
ſeſſed by the firſt from eternity, it muſt mean more than 
his eternal exiſtence; even his eternal generation, as the 
Son of God. That it does ſo, will be evident from a 
more particular conſideration of the words. And the 
thing mainly to be attended to, is the meaning of the 
word rendered poſſeſſed. It is well known that the Sep- 
tuagint verſion renders this by a word that ſignifies crea- 
ted. Accordingly, this is a text that the Arians, theſe 
avowed enemies of our Lord's divinity, have built much 
upon. But that verſion, ſo far as it departs from, or is 
contrary to the original text, is of no authority. The 
word rendered poſſeſſed is JD. It is from the root ip; 

which {ignifies to acquire a perſon or thing, and to poſ- 
ſeſs a perſon or thing thus acquired. It is in Scripture 
applied to different methods or ways of obtaining and 
enjoying perſons or things. It may be by generation; = 
ſo a father obtains and enjoys a ſon. It may be by in- 

duſtry or labour; by purchaſe ; or, in the way of re- 


ward, 
» Now, when it is applied to the ſecond Perſon of the Tri. 
L nity, as enjoyed by the firſt from eternity, it muſt be un- 
ſe derſtood in a ſenſe that comports with the nature of the 
4 glorious ſubject; particularly a ſenſe conſiſtent with the 


eſſential oneneſs of the firſt and fecond Perſons, and the 
f perſonal equality of the one with the other. All imper- 
he fection is to be removed; and every thing derogatory, 
either to the divine Perſon that poſſeſſed, or the cons? fa 
divine Perſon that was poſſeſſed, to be totally excluded. 
But there is only one of the ſenſes mentioned, that at 
all agrees with the nature of the ſubject, All the other 
acceptations of the word are utterly incompatible with it, 
It is the firſt of the ſignifications that, at all, applies to 
this glorious ſubject. Of this application of the word, 
there is an example, Gen. iv. 1. And Adam knew 
Eve his wife, and ſhe conceived and bare Cain, and ſaid, 
Map I have gotten a man from the Lord; and having 
gotten, I now poſſeſs and enjoy him. In like manner 
ays the perſonal Wiſdom of God here; Jehovah, my 
eternal Father, poſſeſſed me his co-eternal Son, before 


1 8 his 


| 
: 


. 
ys. 
＋ 2 


= * = Y - Wa, nd "2 » Y 
” * * * * 
tht ator * NATE _—_ 
„ 1 — GR * \ = 
2 | 


114 The great Doctrine of the Eternal Generations 


his works of old; even from the ancient day of eternity. 


Then he could not be {tiled the paſſeſſor of heaven and earth, 


as in Gen, xiv. 19. But he poſſeſſed and enjoyed his 
divine Son; even at that truly ancient period he did ſo. 
Never had another father complacence or delight in a 
ſon comparable to that which the eternal Father had in 
his co-eternal Son. Then the latter lay in the boſom 
of the former, John i. 18. Then he was by him as one 
brought up with him, as a Son with a Father, ver. 30. 
Conſidered in this light, this paſſage clearly holds 
forth to us, not only the eternal exiſtence of Chriſt as 
God, but his eternal generation as the Son of God. It 
not only ſhews that there were, from eternity, different 
divine Perſons, but that they ſtood in the moſt intimate 
and endearing relations to one another ; particularly the 
firſt two as Rader and Son. It was in the way of ge— 
neration that Adam and Eve obtained and enjoyed their 
Son, Gen. iv. 1. forccited. So was it in the way of 
begetting the ſecond Perſon as a Son, that the firſt Per- 
ſon, in the character of a Father, poſſeſſed or enjoyed him 
from eternity. The word that is applied to the one is 
alſo applied to the other. How incongruous and abſurd 
is the interpretation that underſtands Wiſdom here of an 
intellectual and moral principle? What perfection is it, 
that was from eternity poſſeſſed by Jehovah, as a father 
enjoys a ſon? But how proper, and conſonant to other 
places of Scripture, is the interpretation that underſtands 
It of the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity? How agreeable 
is it to all the other places of Scripture that relate to the 
Sonſhip of Chriſt; particularly that from which our firlt 
proof was taken? In the one, it is ſaid, Jehovah the Fa- 
ther begat him; in the other, he poſſeſſed him as Son 
begotten by him. 


Ihe following verſes farther corroborate this inter- 


pretation, ver. 24, 25. Ihen there were no depths 1 was 
brought forth e IWhen there were no fountains abgunding 
with wat?2r. Before the mauntains were ſetiled; before 
the kills was 1 brought forth, The great thing, to be 
conſidered here, is, what is intended by the bringing 
forth of Wiſdom, mentioned ver. 24. and repeated vet. 
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25, The word in the Hebrew text 1s 55 hin This 
word is, in Scripture, applied to the begetting and 
bringing forth of children into the world. It would 
ſeem to be applied, tho? in a different form, borh to the 
male and female parents ; and, therefore, would appear 
to expreſs both the act of the father, and then it literal- 


ly ſignifies to beget or cauſe to bring forth: And alſo 


che act of the mother, and then it literally ſignifies to 
bear or bring forth. The word that is uſed in this paſ- 
ſage, is alſo uſed in the ſame voice, tenſe and perſon, 
Pal. li. 5. in which David is introduced ſpeaking thus, 
hom, 7 was ſhapen, rather, begotten or hirn in iniqui- 
ty. It is alfo uſed, with the variation of the perſon on- 
I/, Job xv. * pm, Wal? thou made, rather begotten 
or born before the hills? The word, in a different form, 
is uſed in Iſa. liv. 1. Jer. iv. 31. and is applied 
rather to the female parent; and, accordingly, ſig- 
nifies to bear or bring forth children. The word in the 
paſſage under conſideration, is paſſive; and, therefore, 
agreeably to the literal ſignification of it, as alſo the ap- 
plication of it elſewhere in Scripture, it may be render- 
ed thus, I was begotten. And then the verſes run, or 
the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity ſpeaks in them thus,— 
When there were no depths I was begotten: I hen there 
were no fountains abounding with water. Before the moun- 
tains were ſettled; before the hills was I begotten. 

How prepoſterous is it to interpret and underſtand 
this of an intellectual and moral principle? The begetting 
of ſuch a principle, from eternity, as a fon is begotten 
by a father, is a thing altogether unknown in Scripture ; 
and in itſelf perfectly abſurd. But underſtood of the ſe- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity, as begotten by the firit from 
eternity, it has a meaning quite obvious, —and fully con- 
lonant to other places of Scripture relating to this ſub- 
ume ſubject. It ſhews not only that there were differ- 
ent divine Perſons from eternity ; but how intimately re- 
lated they were one to another: Particularly the firſt 
and ſecond as Father and Son. 

But this interpretation is farther confirmed, ver, 30. 

ere the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, continues to 
peak; 
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ſpeak ; and to ſpeak of himſelf thus, - Then I was by him, 
ac one brought up with him And I was daily his delight, re- 
joicing akvays before him. Is there not a remarkable coin. 
cidence between this verſe and John i. 1.? In the one it 
is ſaid, Wiſdom was from the beginning by Fehovah, and 
brought up with him ; in the other, the Word was in the 
beginning with God, The word here rendered brought 
up, is WON. It is from the root nN; which ſignifies 
to nouriſh, as a parent ſuckles or nouriſhes a child. Ac- 
cordingly it follows in the ſequel of the verſe, that the 
ſecond Perſon of the Irinity, when he was thus by and 
brought up with the firſt, rezgrced always before him. 


The word rendered rejoice, is MPMPN, and literally 


ſignifies to play or ſport; as a child before its father, 


who is much delighted and pleaſed with it. The reader 


is ſtill to remember, that all this is to be underſtood in 3 


ſenſe that agrees with the nature of the great ſubject; 
particularly the equality between the divine Father and 
his divine Son. But thus literally interpreted, it points 
out, in the very cleareſt hght, and with the moſt con- 
vincing evidence the ſubject is capable of, the great 
truth, we meant to eſtabliſh; namely, that there not on- 
jy were different Perſons in the one God-head from eterni- 
ty, but that, as I ſaid already, they ſtood in the moſt 
ineffably intimate and endearing relations one to another; 
particularly the firſt two of the eternal Three, as Father 
and Son. Can there be any thing more uncouth and 
unnatural than to interpret all this of an intellectual and 
moral principle ? It is an interpretation big with abſurdi- 
What! Was an attribute, from eternity, poſſeſſed 

by Jehovah, as a Son by a Father? Was an attribute, 
from eternity, begotten, as a Son by a Father? Did an 
attribute, from eternity, rejoice before Jehovah, as 2 
fon ſports or plays before his father? Forced interpreta” 
tion! Abſurd ſuppoſition! How natural, how canſiſtent, 
and how agreeable to other places of Scripture, Te" 
lating to the generation and Sonſhip of Chriſt, is the 
interpretation that underſtands it of the ſecond Perſon 0 
the Trinity; who, from eternity, was begotten and poſ- 
ſeſſed by the firſt, as a ſon by a Father: And 1 
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before him, as a ſon before his father? This was long 
before the fulneſs of time; it was long before there was 
a world, or any creature to inhabit it. It was in the be- 
ginning of his way, before his works of old, ver. 22, It 
was from everlaſting, from the beginning, ere ever the 
earth was, ver. 23. Ii hen there were no fountains a- 
bounding with water, ver. 24. It was before the moun- 
tains were ſettled, before the hills exiſted, ver. 25. While 
as yet he had not made the earth, or the fields, or the high. 
eſt part of the duſt of the world, ver. 26. Can there be 
any thing clearer or ſtronger in proof of the eternity of 
the generation of Chriſt, as the Son of God. 

IV. Old-Teſtament proof may be taken, from Prov. 
xxx. 4. Who hath aſcended up into heaven, or deſcended ? 
Who hath gathered the wind in his fiſts * Who hath bound 
the waters in a garment? Who hath eſtabliſhed all the 
ends of the earth? What is his name, and what is his ſon's 
name, if thou canſt tell? The firſt and the great queſtion, 
in relation to this paſſage, is, Whether is it to be inter- 
preted and underſtood of God or of man? It is, no 
doubt, a pity that ever the latter ſhould have been allow- 
ed to come in competition with the former here; con- 
ſidering what an infinite difparity there is between the one 
and the other. The paſlage is, ever has been, and, we hope, 
ever will be generally underſtood of God and the Son of 
God. But our author, in order to ſupport his new hy- 
potheſis, underſtands it of man, and one of the ſons of 
men. He ſuppoſes, that to the different queries in this 
verſe, an anſwer, though not expreſt, is implied in the 
negative. But this is a miſinterpretation; and certainly 
is owing to inattention to the paſſage, pacticulacly, as it 
runs in the original text; in which an anſwer to the ſe» 
veral queries, though not expreſt, is implied in the af- 
firmative. It is, as if it had been affirmed thus: There 
is one who has both aſcended and deſcended, who hath 
gathered the wind in his fiſts, who hath bound the wa- 
ters in a garment, who has eſtabliſhed all the ends of the 
earth; what his name is, and what the name of his ſon, 
thou knoweſt and canſt tell. That this is the true inter- 
pietatizon, will be obvious to every one, that will rake 
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the trouble to conſult the Hebrew text, in which the laſt 
clauſe of the verſe runs literally thus, — What is his name, 
and what the name of his ſon, y 57 15 for thou knoweſt ? 
If is a miſtranſlation of the particle, and may ſeem to im- 
ply a doubt or denial; as if it were read thus, thou knoweſt 
not, and therefore canſt not tell. This has led our au— 
thor to interpret the paſſage, not of the great God and 
His Son, who had done all thoſe glorious things; but of a 
mere man, and one of the ſons of men, who could not 
be ſuppoſed to do all or any of thoſe things. I ſay, the 
particle is miſtranſlated ; it ought to be rendered by 
for, ſeeing, ſurely or becauſe. That this is the primary, 
proper, and uſual ſigniſication of it, cannot be refuſed: 
And in this ſenſe it is almoſt every where, uſed in Scrip- 
ture. Were to cite all the places, in which it is read 
and muſt be underſtood in this ſenſe, I would tranſcribe 
a great part of the Bible. I ſhall only mention two or 
three places for a ſpecimen: We have an example in the 
2. verſe of this chapter—+:5 Surely I am more brutiſh than 
man, and have not the knowledge of man. We have ano» | 
ther in Ruth i. 10. They ſaid unto her: 15 Surely we wil WM © 
return with thee unto thy people. There is a third ex- 

ample, Ruth iii. 9. Spread therefore thy ſhirt over thine 
handmaid, „O for thou art a near kinſman» To add no c 
more, there is an example in Pal. xxv. 16. Turn thee Wl 
unto me, and have mercy upon me; + for I am deſo- Ml 
late and afflicted. Agreeably to this interpretation, WM " 
which muſt be allowed to be juft, the paſſage is to be t 
conſidered as the ſpeech which Agur uttered to Ithiel i * 
and Ucal, i. e. The great Prophet of the Church, to Bl P: 
whom Agur, conſcious of his ignorance, applies for in- 
ſtruction. He humbly acknowledges his ignorance, ver. di 
2. 3. Surely I am more brutiſh than man, and have not b. 
the knowledge of man. 1 have not learned wiſdom, nor J. 
have I the knowledge of the holy ones. But he applies to * 
one fully able to inſtruct him, whoſe name is Ithiel, ot 


as it eltewhere is, God-with-us,—and Ucal, or as it is de 
elſewhere, the mighty God. To inforce this interpreta* N 
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tion, ſeveral things might be ſuggeſted. 
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1. It comports well with the account the Scripture elſe- 
where gives of God, and his works of providence and grace. 
God had both aſcended and deſcended, Gen. xvii. 22. 
He is elſewhere repreſented as the Creator, Preſerver and 
Governor of the world; who has the entire diſpoſal of u- 
niverſal nature. He ftretcheth out the heavens like a cur- 
tain; he walks upon the wings of the uind; He has laid 
the foundations of the earth, that it ſhould not be removed 

for ever: He cauſed the waters to fland above the moun- 
tains, Pal. civ. 2, 3, 5, 6. | 

2. It agrees well with the Scripture-account of the 

office and work of the great Propher of the church. He 
knows and he makes known, his own and his Father's 
name, to ſinners of mankind, Pſal. xxii. 22. / will de- 
clare thy name unto my brethren, in the midſi of the con- 
gregation will I praiſe thee, This paſſage is quoted and 
applied to our glorious Ithiel and Ucal, Heb. ii 12. And 
agreeably to it, ſpeaks he, in his interceſſory prayer to 
his Father, John xvii. 6. I have manifeſted thy name unto. 
the men which thou gaveſt me out of the world. And 
when he declares the Father's name, he declares his 
own; for the Father's name is in him, Exod. xxiit. 21. 

x- 3. The mighty works mentioned here are competent 
ne only for the great God and his divine Son. The laſt 
no WI clauſe of the verſe neceſſarily implies, that there is one 
ee who aſcends and deſcends at his pleaſute, &c. Why 
- Gould Ithiel and Ucal be ſaid to know his name and the 
n, name of his Son, if there is not ſuch a one? To ſuppoſe 
he that any mere man, or created being, has done all, or 
any of theſe things, is moſt abſurd. Therefore, the 
pallage muſt be underſtood of the Almighty God and his 
co- eternal Son; wha, as he is one in eſſence with his 
divine Father, is alſo a co-worker with him in all his 
glorious works of creation and providence, John v. 17. 
Toes anſwered them, my Father worketh hitherto, and 1 
work, | 

4. Whence does Agur ſpeak in ſuch ſelf-denied and 

debaſing terms, ver. 23.? Whence was he fo little; I 
mould rather have ſaid nothing, and leſs than nothing, 
in his own eyes? Was it the conſideration of the far ſu- 
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perior greatneſs of a mere man, real or imaginary? No; 
it was the infinite greatneſs of the Almighty God, and 
of his Son; a Son not at all inferior, but equal to his 
divine Father. What made the holy Pſalmiſt to ex- 
claim, Pſal. viii. 4. Lord what is man that thou art 
mindful of him ? and the Son of man that thou viſiteſt 
him ? The context tells us, it was the conſideration of 
the omnipotent God and his great works. What made 
holy Job to abhor himſelf, and to repent in duſt and aſhes ? 
It was the conſideration of the immaculate purity and 
majeſty of the great God, So it was in the preſent caſe. 
It was the conſideration of the great God, and his di- 
vine Son, that made holy and humble Agur to ſpeak in 
ſuch abaſing language as in ver. 2, 3. 

5. Where does the Scripture make ſuch account of the 
name of a mere man or his fon? What mere man, or 
ſon of man, has ſuch an ineffable name ? But underſtood 
of God, and the Son of God, it has a meaning obvious, 
and conſonant to other places of Scripture. God's name, 
and his Son's name, is, and ever will be myſterious and 
inexplicable. 'The Son's name is ſaid to be /ecret, 
Jud. xiii. 18.; and wonderful, Ifa. ix. 6. It is a name 
of great importance. It is his office and work, as a Pro- 
pher, to declare it; and it is our higheſt intereſt to know 
it, Pfal. ix. 10. They that know thy name, will put their 
truſt in thee. * 

6. The interpretation that underſtands this paſſage of 
a mere man, real or ſuppoſed, is big with abfurdity- 
What! is it the office and work of the great Prophet of 
the Covenant to make known the name of any mee 
man or ſon of man? Surely no. Is it not the name of 
his divine Father, and his own name, that he makes 
known to the Church? Certainly. Now, the thing to 
be particularly attended to here, is, he not only makes 
known the infinite God, but theſe incommunicable cha- 
rafters by which the divine Perſons are diſtinguiſhed and 
known one from another; particularly the relative cha- 
racter Father, as applied to the firſt Perſon in the God- 
head 3 and the correlative character Son, which belongs 


to the ſecond. The latter conſidered as in common wm 
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the firſt Perſon, the Creator, Preſerver, and Governor of 
the world, is here exhibited in his filial character, or as 
a Son, This relative character is here ſuppoſed to be- 
long to him as God omnipreſent and omnipotent; 
therefore, muſt belong to him as ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity. It was not as Mediator that he eſtabliſhed the 
ends of the earth; it was as ſecond Perſon of the Tri- 
nity that he created, and that he upholds all worlds ; but 
it is as Son that he is ſaid to do ſo; therefore, he muſt 
not only as Mediator, but as ſecond Perſon of the 'Tri- 


' nity, be the Son of God. To plead that the paſſage is 


only a prophecy of the after-ſonſhip of Chriſt, is only to 
beg the queſtion. Beſides, ſuch reaſoning has a moſt 
dangerous tendency. If part of the verſe is prophetical, 
mult not the whole of it be ſo? If Chriſt was not a Son 
prior to his incarnation, he was not God His Sonſhip, 
in the laſt part of the verſe, is connected with his omni— 
preſence and omnipotence in the firſt part of it. It was 
as Son that he eſtabliſhed all the ends of the earth. Is 
it further objected that this paſſage is quoted, or at leaſt 
alluded to, in John iii. 13.3 and, therefore, according to 
it, Sonſhip belongs to Chriſt only ſince his inCarnation ? 
It is eaſy to anſwer, that we always allow him to be the 
Son poſterior as well as prior to his incarnation. But 
that Sonſhip belongs to him only in his incarnate ſtate, 
there is not the ſmalleſt reaſon to think. If it is pled 
that Sonſhip belongs to him only in his incarnate ſtate, 
with equal reaſon may I plead, that every thing aſcribed 
to him in this paſſage belongs to him only in that ſtate. 
What is the conſequence? He is impiouſly robbed, not 
only of his Sonſhip, but of his Divinity. He not only 
was not a Son, but he was uot omnipreſent, fo as to fill 
heaven and earth: He was not omnipotent, ſo as to eſta- 
bliſh the ends of the earth, till he became man. The 
creation, the preſervation, the government of all worlds, 
are aſcribed to him as the Son; as Son, he is omnipre— 
ſent and fills heaven and earth; as Son, he is omnipotent 
and upholds all the creatures; he, as Son, gathers the 
wind 1n his fiſts, binds the waters in a garment, and e- 
ſtabliſnes all the ends of the earth. Therefore, Sonſhip 
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belongs to him as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, and ever 


would have belonged to him, though he never had be- 


come Mediator; it belongs to him as the immenſe and 
N God, and ever would have belonged to him, 
though he never had become God- man. From all which 
it follows, that his Sonſhip has a higher, and a far more 
ancient ground than his incarnation; it is originally 
founded in his eternal generation. 35 
V. Old Teſtament Proof ſhall be taken from Dan. iii. 
23. He anſwered and ſaid, Lo, I ſee four men looſe walk» 
ing in the midſt of the fire, and they have no hurt; and 
the form of the fourth is like the Son of God. Some have 
thought, that the Babyloniſh king here ſpeaks after the 
manner of the heathens, who acknowledge a plurality of 
gods; and that when he makes mention of the Son of 
God, he means no more than if he had ſaid one of the 
gods. But this does not agree with ver 26. 28. where 
he ſpeaks of the true God and his Angel. Others have 
attempted to explain it, as meaning no more than that 
the Perſon the king faw was moſt excellent and glorious, 
one that had ſomething divine or God-like in him. In 
oppoſition to this, I ſhall prove, that the paſſage evi- 
dently means Chriſt, the Son of God, in a ſenſe pecu- 
liar to himſelf; and that renders him infinitely ſuperior 
to all the other ſons of God, in this, and alſo in the 
other world. But it may be ſaid, if the only begotten 
Son of God is here intended, how came the king of Ba- 
bylon to know, that God had ſuch a fon ? This has been 
differently accounted for. Some have thought, that bis 
uttering theſe words did not argue his knowledge of the 
true God, or of his Son Jeſus Chrift ; but that he ſpake 
theſe words, under an extraordinary impulſe, in much 
the fame manner as Caiaphas foretold the death of Chrilt 
Others have thought, that Nebuchadnezzar underſtood 
what he ſaid ; and that he had been inſtructed by Da. 
niel, or other captive Jews, concerning the true God 
and his Son Jeſus Chriſt, Now, whether he was in- 
ſtructed by the Jews, or was immediately moved, in an 
extraordinary and irreſiſtible manner, to utter thelc 


words; I ſay, whether the former or the latter hypo" 
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theſis is admitted, it ſhows, that God had a Son ; that 
there was ſuch a Son of God then, as well as there is 
now. That Chriſt is here intended, is evident from a 
yariety of conſiderations. 

1. It appears from the manner of expreſſion here uſed. 
The Scripture ſpeaks of many as the ſons of God. An- 
gels are his ſons, Job xi. and again, xxxviii. chapters. All 
believers are the ſons of God. So were the three chil- 
dren with whom this all-glorions Perſon was now pre- 
ſent in the furnace. But he is the Son of God by way 
of eminence and diſtindtion: The Son of God in a ſenſe 
infinitely too high for any creature that God has made. 
In like manner, he is fingled out from among the created 
Angels that attended him when he appeared to Abra- 
ham; and, in contradiſtinction to them, ſtiled JI Ho- 
van, Gen. xviii. 

2. It muſt be underſtood of that glorious Perſon who 
has engaged to be preſent with his people, in all the 
hres and waters of adverſity, they have to paſs through 
in the wilderneſs, Ifa. xliii. 2. 

3. It muſt be underſtood of that Son of God, who has 
power over univerſal nature, and can reſtrain and con- 
trol the moſt fierce and furious of the elements as he 
pleaſes : So he did in the preſent caſe, ver. 27. 

4. It is to be interpreted of him who is at once God's 
4 Son and his Servant; his Son, ver. 25. and his Angel or 
Servant, ver. 28, Both apply well to Chriſt. As to 
bis Perſon as the ſecond ſubſiſtence in the God: head, he 
is the Son of God; but as to his office, as Mediator, he 
is his Servant, Accordingly, he is ſtiled his Angel, 
which evidently is a name of office. 

5. It muſt be underſtood, of that infinitely glorious 
Perſon, who frequently under the Old Teſtament, ap- 
peared in a human form. So he appeared to Abraham, 
Gen, xviii. to Manoah and his wife, Judg. xiii. Theſe vi- 

ble appearances were to be conſidered as anticipations' 
and preſages of his after actual incarnation. It was not 
a created Angel, it was not any other divine Perſon ; it 
Was the Second of the ſacred "Three that was to be incar- 
nate: And, therefore, of him this paſſage is to be un- 
derſtood. 
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derſtood. But the thing particularly to be attended ta 
here, is the character aſcribed to this glorious Perſon 
that of Son, and Son of God. It is alledged this cha- 
racter is here applied to the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity 
prophetically, or by way of anticipation. But I would 
aſk, How does that appear ? Is there any intimation, or 
hint here that he was not yet a Son; but was to become 
one ſome hundred years after this? None. He is here, 
as expreſ<ly as ever after, called a Son, and the Son of 
God. Why ſhould the Scriptures of the Old "Teſtament 
ſo often, or indeed at all, ſpeak of the Son of God, if he 
had no Son? Whether the Babyloniſh king learned it 


from the Jews, or was under an immediate impulſe on 


his mind, it matters not; his words imply, if they have 
any meaning at all, that God had a Son, even that inſi- 
nitely glorious Perſon, who, in a ſenſe peculiar to him- 
ſelf, is here, and often elſewhere in Scripture, deſigned 
the Son of God. 1 ſhall take the N 

VI. and laſt Old Teſtament proof, from Micah v. 2. 
But thou Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little among 
the thouſands of Judah, yet out of thee ſhall he come forth 
unto me that is to be Ruler in Iſrael : whoſe goings forth 
have been from of old, from everlaſting. This paſſage 
contains an illuſtrious prophecy concerning Chriſt, It is 
expreſsly applied to him, Matth. ii. 6. His incarnation 
was an event of great importance; and, therefore, the 


ſeveral circumſtances attending it were particularly fore-, 


told: For inſtance, the place of his birth, as in the paſ- 
ſage from which the proof is taken. It is called Beth- 
lehem Ephratah ; and, in the place cited from Matthew's 
goſpel, Bethlehem in the land of Judah; to diſtinguiſh 
it from another Bethlehem in the tribe of Zebulon, 
Joſh. xix. 15. There is an apparent inconſiſtency be- 
tween the words of the Prophet, and thoſe of the Evan- 
geliſt. In the former Bethlehem Ephratah is faid 
to be, and in the latter it is ſaid not to be, little among 
the thouſands of Judah. In order to ſolve this difficulty, 
ſome have read the word little in the neuter gender ; 
and then it is as if it had been ſaid, © it is a little thing or 
** a ſmall matter for thee, Bethlehem, to be reckoned 
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among the thouſands of Judah; there is a far higher 


© honour reſerved for thee; for out of thee, &c.” Others 


think that the difficulty may be ſolved by reading it in- 
terrogatively, thus; © thou Bethlehem Ephratah, art thou 
« little among the thouſands of Judah?” And then the 
anſwer implied is, by no means. Though little in reſpect 
of thy extent, and the number of thy inhabitants, in 
another reſpe&t, or on another account, thou art far 
from being little: A pecuhar, a diſtinguithing honour 
awaits thee ; for out of thee all he come, Gc. 

In the ſequel of the verſe, there is an account of that 
divine Perſon, whoſe birth was to add ſuch dignity and 
luſtre, to that, otherwiſe, ſmall and inconſiderable place. 
It is ſaid, his goings forth have been, from of old, from 
everlaſting. How abſurd is the interpretation, that un- 
derſtands this of Zorobabel? A greater than Zorobabel 
is here. Can there be any thing more prepoſterous, 
than the opinion of the Socinians ; namely, that Chriſt 
had no exiſtence, previous to his conception, in the 
womb of the Virgin, —or his coming forth out of Beth- 
lehem Ephratah? He exiſted, long before his birth in 
Bethlehem, long before this Prophecy. was delivered by 
Micah ; nay, long before time commenced, even before 
there was a world, or a creature : His goings forth 
were from of old, even from eternity. If we examine 
the expreſſion here, we will find that it means more than 
his eternal exiſtence as God, it means his eternal gene- 
ration as the Son of God. As he was to come forth out 
of Bethlehem Ephratah, as the Son of man, his goings 
forth or egreſſions, as the Son of God, were from eter- 
nity, In order to ſet this matter in a clearer light, it 


will be neceſlary to attend more particularly to the 


phraſe here uſed. The opinion that underſtands theſe 
words as relating to the tribe or family of which he was 
to come, in reſpect of his humanity, deſerves no regard. 
To what Jewiſh tribe or family will the words apply? 
What human tribe or family can be ſaid to have been 
from of old, from everlaſting? That it relates to his eternal 
generation, as the Son of God, is the opinion of the 
molt judicious and orthodox interpreters. And the more 


attentively 
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attentively and accurately we examine the words them. 
ſelves, the more we muſt be ſatisfied that this is the true 
interpretation of them. The word here rendered egref. 
{ions or goings forth, ſo far as we have obſerved, is uſed no 
where elſe, in this form, in the Hebrew text. It is 
PNY, and is from the root &, which occurs of- 
ten in Scripture. The verb expreſſes in general any 
kind of going or coming forth. It is uſed to expreſs 
motion from a place ; the going forth of the heavenly 
bodies; the going forth of words from our mouths ; the 
iſſuing out of waters from a fountain, &c. But it is eſpe- 
cially applied to the begetting and coming forth of child- 
ren. It relates to both the male and female parents in 
generation : And ſignifies the coming forth of children, 
either out of the loins of the former, or the womb of 
the latter. It is uſed m the former ſenſe, Gen. xv. 4. 
and in the latter, Gen. xxv. 25. The noun expreſſes 
the action of the verb; and as the verb often ſigniſies to 
come forth as a ſon from a father, the noun formed from 
it, as properly denotes the coming forth of a ſon from a 
father, as it does any other kind of coming forth, to 
which it 1s applied in Scripture. Accordingly it is in the 
paſſage, from which our proof is taken, applied to the 
ſecond Perſon ef the Trinity, who is our glorious Me- 
diator, to expreſs his going forth as a Son, from the 
firſt Perſon of the Trinity as a Father, from all eternity. 
Thus his going forth, as the Son of God, from eternity, 
is, in the cloſe of the verſe, contradiftinguiſhed from 
his coming forth, as the ſon of man, out of Bethlehem, 


in the fulneſs of time. The Prophet having had occa- 


ſton to mention the one, very juſtly adds the other to 
prevent miſtakes; and to give us proper views of that 
all-glorious Perſon. Is not the explication of the pal- 
ſage, we now plead for, the only conſiſtent and true 
one ? | 

It cannot eſcape obſervation, that thoſe who oppoſe 
this interpretation, are evidently at a very great loſs what 
to fix upon as the meaning of the paſſage ; or what to 
ſubſtitute in place of a ſenſe, they want ſo much to ex- 
plode. The word is in the plural number, and w—_— 
ing 


1 
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ingly is rendered egreſſions or goings forth. This is 
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pethaps intended to intimate the ſupereminent and un- 
paralleled excellency of the eternal generation of the 
Son of God. It is certain, the Hebrews ſometimes uſe 
the plural number, to increaſe the ſignification, or the \4 
more ſtrongly to expreſs the excellency of a perſon or 4 
thing. Of this we have an example Iſa. xlv. 24. Sure- 


ly ſhall one ſay, in the Lord have I Vp] righteouſneſſes, 
i. e. an all· perfect righteouſneſs. 


Thus the paſſage not only points out the generation of | 
Chriſt as the Son of God, but expreſles, in the ſtrongeſt | 
terms, the eternity of it. It is ſaid to have been from 


of old, even from everlaſting, or as the word literally | 
ſipnifies, the days of the unſeen, the unknown, the hid- f 
den age: an expreſſion well befitting eternity, We can | 
calculate the ages of time, but when we paſs the verge 

of time, and launch out into eternity, we immediately 

loſe ourſelves. We know the ages and days of time ; 

but the ages and days of eternity we know not. God 

is, in reſpect of his infinite duration, as well as in all 

other reſpects, unſearchable. Or the phraſe may be 

read literally, the days of eternity. The Scripture 

points out two ſorts of days, the days of eternity, and 

the days of time; the former God's days, the latter our 

days. To interpret this paſſage of the days of time, is 

certainly moſt dangerous. There were, indeed, the 

egreſſions or goings forth of the Son of God, to the an- 

cient church, or thoſe who lived in the early ages of the 

world; ſuch as Adam, Noah, Abraham, and many 

others; but are thoſe early ages of time intended by the 

days of eternity here? Certainly no. The great Calvin 

obſerves, that though the words here rendered from r 

old, and from everlaſting, taken ſeparately, are applied to 

a limited, in contradiſtinction to an unlimited, duration; 

or to time, in contradiſtinction to eternity; taken con- 

junctly, they muſt denote abſolute eternity. It is granted, 

that the words here uſed, are, ſeparately, applied to a 

limited duration; but it is no leſs certain, that they are, 

in other inſtances, uſed to denote the unlimited, unbe- 

ginning and unending duration of the infinite God. I 


might 
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might quote many paſſages in which the eternity of God 
is expreſt by the ſame words, which are here applied to 
the egreſſions or generation of Chriſt as the Son of God. 
I ſhall only remind the reader of two; the one Gen. 
xxi. 33. Where we read of 7ehovah, the everlaſting Cod. 
The other is Iſa. xl. 28. Where we read of the'ever- 
laſting God, Jehovah, the Creator of the ends of the earth, 
It may be ſubmitted, whether, in theſe inſtances, the 
word denotes a limited, or an unlimited duration, time 
or eternity. Who will heſitate a moment, whether to 
underſtand it of the former or the latter? Whenever 
the word occurs in Scripture, the ſubject it is applied to, 
and the connection in which it ſtands, will direct, and 
muſt determine us, whether to underſtand it of time or 
eternity; a limited or an unlimited duration. Now is 
it not, in the paſſage under conſideration, applied to one, 
who is acknowledged to be eternal? Is not the eternity 
of his generation as the Son of God, as ſtrongly expreſt 
here, as it poſſibly can be? Nay, I will go a ſtep far- 
ther, and affirm, than the eternity of Chriſt's exiſtence as 
God, is no where more ſtrongly expreſt, than the eter- 
nity of his generation as the Son of God, is affirmed 
here. I may go ſtill farther, and ſay, the language is 
not capable of expreſſing the eternity of God more 
ſtrongly, than it here does the eternity of Chriſt's gene- 
ration as the Son of God. Therefore, if the former. be 
the God of eternity, the generation of the latter, as the 
Son of God, muſt have been from the days of eternity. 
We have now illuſtrated at great length, a variety of 
proofs from the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament. We 
ſee that ſome of theſe, namely, Pfal. ii. 7. Prov. viii. 22. 
24. 25. 30. Mic. v. 2. directly prove, that the genera- 
tion of Chriſt, as the Son of God, obtained from eterni- 
ty. Others, particularly, Pfal. ti. 12. Prov. XXX. 4- 
Dan. iii. 25. do not fo directly prove the eternity of his 
generation, bur they evidently ſhew that it obtained prior 
to his incarnation, and, therefore, are, in effect, the ſame 
with thoſe which more immediately point out the eter- 


nity of it. It remains that I now take a few proofs 
| from 
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From the Scriptures of the New Teſtament, to confirm, 


farther, this great point, 
PRoors from the New Teſtament. 


It would be equally tedious and unneceſſary for me, 
to deſcend to a particular conſideration of all the many 
texts in the New Teſtament, which relate to this great 
ſubject. I ſhall therefore ſelet a few of the moſt con- 
ſpicuous and appoſite. And theſe I ſhall diſcuſs in a very 
few words, the 

I. New Teſtament proof ſhall be taken from that 
conſolatory paſſage, John iii. 16. God /6 lywved the world, 
that he gave his only begotten Son, that whoſoever believeth 
in him, ſhould not periſh, but have ever{aſiing life. Some 
have obſerved, that of all the inſpired penmen, the 
Apoſtle John moſt remarkably uſes the title, Sor of God ; 
and that both in his Goſpel and Epiſtles. In both the 
former and latter, he has been thought directly to op- 
poſe the hereſy of Cerinthus and the Ebionites, who de- 
nied the divinity and eternal Sonſhip of Chriſt. Now, if 


he meant directly to oppoſe that hereſy, which ſo ſoon 


ſprang up in the Chriſtian Church, and, in oppoling it, 
fo frequently applied to Chriſt the title Son of God, he 
certainly applies that title to him, as the ſecond Perſon 
of the Sacred Trinity. The application of it was not 
otherwiſe to his purpoſe. That it is, in the paſſage I 
have quoted, applied to him as the ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity, prior to his incarnation, even from eternity, I 
ain now to ſhow. | 

1. Let us attend to the great deſign of this paſſage. 
It commends, in a manner very extraordinary and aſto- 
niſhing, the love of God to ſinners of mankind, It is not 
only affirmed that he loved the world, bat that he loved 
it in ſuch a manner, or to ſuch a degree, as do give his 
only begotten Son. He had but one proper " Aly his 
only begotten Son, and he gave him. Aſtoniſhing love! 
Many things recommend the love of God to our loſt 
world ; but here is one thing that above all other things 
enhances and recommends it. It is amazing, that God 
!hould have loved us at all, conſidering who and what 
he is, and who and what we are. But that he ſhould 
have loved us in ſuch a manner, or to ſuch a degree, as 
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to give his only begotten Son for ns and to us, is a thing 
that aſtoniſhes angels as well as men. Now there are 
here three things, which in the ſtrongeſt manner point 
out the love of God. Fir//, The dignity of the Perſon 
who was given. He is a divine Perſon; he is one, in no 
reſpe&t inferior, but in all reſpects equal to the infinite 
Giver. Secondly, The inconceivably intimate relation he 
ftood in to the all-glorious Giver ; he was not only a 
divine Perſon, one equal to him, but his Son, one infi- 
nitely near and dear to him. Accordingly, there is, 
Thirdly, That inconceivably. endeared affection, which 
the infinite Giver had for the glorious gift. He not only 
loved him, but loved him as his Son, even as his ſelf, He 
lay from the unbeginning day of eternity in his Father's 
boſom, John i. 18. he was eternally his darling and de- 
light, Prov. viii. 30. All this preſuppoſes, not only that 
the ſecond Perſon, who is the great gift, co-exiſted with 
the firſt, the glorious Giver from eternity ; but that he 
was his Son, his Son prior to his being given for or to a 
loſt world ; that it was as a Son he was given, in point of 
purpoſe from all eternity. It is not at all ſufficient to 
ſay, that the perſon given was in all reſpects equal to the 
giver, or that he was a divine Perſon: We muſt alſo 
take into conſideration, the inconceivably intimate rela- 
tion he ſtood in to the infinite Giver, otherwiſe this paſ- 
ſage, one of the moſt emphatic and expreſſive in all the 
Scriptures, lofes a great part of its force and beauty. To 
ſay that the firſt Perſon of the Trinity gave one in all 
reſpects equal ro himſelf, is far from ſaying, all that may 
and ought to be ſaid ; it was the divine Father that gave 
his divine Son, —his own proper Son, —his only begotten 
Son! Amazing love 5 

2. Without admitting the intrinſie relations among 


the divine Three, particularly that between the firſt 


and ſecond Perſons as Father and Son, we cannot account 
for the latter being given rather than the former. But 
admitting the doctrine of eternal generation; or that 
the firſt Perſon, as ſuch, is a Father, and the ſecond, as 
ſuch, is a Son, we can eaſily and conſiſtently account for 
it. It befitted the Father to ſend, and the Son to be 


ſent. 
25 * 3 n The 
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3. The paſſage evidently points out Chriſt as a Son 
prior to his being given. To give, on the part of the 
firſt Perſon, implies the paternal character, and to be gi- 
ven, on the part of the ſecond, beſpeaks the filial. The 
one, in the character of a Father, gave, the other, in the 
character of a Son, was given. Ibis preſuppoſes that 
the firſt was a Father prior to his giving the ſecond, and 
that the ſecond was a Son prior to his being given by the 
firſt. It is not ſaid God gave Chriſt to become a Son 
it wes in the character of a Son that he was given; and, 
therefore, he was and ever would have been a Son, tho? 
he never had been given. 

4. If Chriſt was, not a Son, as the ſecond Perſon of the 
Trinity, or prior to his being given, it was foreign to 
the purpoſe, to mention or lay any ſtreſs on his Sonſhip 
here. If it was in his incarnation that he was firſt to be- 
come the Son of God, his incarnation argued the love of 
God to him rather than to us. It raiſed him to a new 
honour, and ſuch an honour as otherwiſe he never had 
been raiſed to. But his Sonſhip evidently is mentioned 
here as a high commendation of God's love to us. He 


not only loved us, but loved us as he has not loved any 


others of his creatures; even loved us ſo as to give his 


Son for us, —loved us ſo as to give for us, and to us, one 


infinitely nearer and dearer to him than all the creatures 
he has made. This is the thing on which, eſpecially, 
the emphaſis lies here. From alt which it follows, that 
Chriſt, as ſecond perfon of the Trinity, is the Son of 


God. He was the Son of God, prior to his being given 


for us: He ever was and ever muſt be the eternal Son of 
the eternal Father *. 

II. New Teſtament proof may be taken from John 
v. 17, 18. Feſus anſwered them, my Father work- 
eth hitherto, and I vorh. The Fews ſought to kill 


him, 


* I ſpeak of Chriſt's being given in point of purpoſe from 
eternity, and of his being a Son prior to his being given. 


I mean, that his | | rnd ca as the Son of God, was prior in 


the order of conſideration, even to his being given in point 
vt purpoſe from everlaſting. 
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him, becauſe he not only had broken the Sabbath, but ſaid 
4%, that Cod was his Father, making himſelf equal with 
God. Tho? the filial character of the ſecond Perſon of 
the Trinity is not here expreſt, it neceſſarily is under- 
food. The paternal character of the firſt Perſon muſt 
always imply the filial character of the ſecond. There 
can as little be a father withour a ſon, as there can be a 
fon without a father. Father and ſon are relative terms; 
and, therefore, the one ever implies the other. Now 
that the filial character is here underſtood to belong to 
the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, as ſuch, and, there- 
fore, muſt have always belonged to him, 1s evident from 
theſe two obvious conſiderations. 

1. It is here underſtood te belong to him as a co- 
worker with the firſt Perſon, in the ſenſe of ver. 17. 
The tenſe, in which the firſt and ſecond Perſons are de- 
{cribed, in this verſe, as co-workers, muſt he learned 
from the context. In ver. 17. our Lord apologizes, or 
rather accounts for a certain inſtance of his conduct, for 
which he was much blamed by the Jews. The meaning 
of ver. 17. ſeems to be this, - notwithſtanding that the 
ſeventh day has all along been obſerved as a day of reſt, 
God has ever performed his providential works, or acted 
as the Preſerver and Governor of the world, on that as 
well as other days: And in all theſe works, the ſecond 
Perſon has been a co-agent with the firſt ; and, there- 
fore, it was unreaſonable, nay impious, to find fault 
with him, for the mercifu] cure he had wrought on the 
Sabbath-day. Now in what character is it, that our di- 
vine Lord is, in common with the firſt Perſon of the Tri- 
nity, the Creator, Preſerver and Governor of the world? 
Whether is it as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, or as 
Mediator? It certainly is as ſecond Perſon of the Trini- 
ty; and, therefore, that relative character muſt have 
belonged to him prior to his incarnation, even from all 
eternity. He would have been a Son, tho? he never 
__ become a complex Perſon, or God-man. 

Ihe filial character is here underſtood to belong to 
Chriſt as equal with God the Father, ver. 18. I had 
occaſion to obſerve, in a former chapter, that Chriſt, as 


Son, is repreſented i in Scripture both as equal and as in- 
ferior 
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ferior to the Father. The filial character belongs to him 
both as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, and as Mediator. 
When it is applied to him as Mediator it beſpeaks his in- 
feriority to the Father, As Mediator, he is the Father's 
honorary Servant; and, therefore, muſt ever be inferior 
and ſubordinate to him. When it is applied to him as 
equal with God the Father, it relates to him as ſecond 
Perſon of the Trinity, in which character he is not at all 
inferior, but in every reſpect equal to the Father. Now 
if it is in this paſſage, applied to him as equal to the Fa- 
ther, it muſt relate to him not as Mediator, but as ſecond 
Perſon of the Trinity. And if it is applied to him as ſe- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity, it muſt have belonged to him 
prior to his incarnation, even from eternity. It muſt have 
a much more ancient and noble ground than the incarna- 
tion, even that generation which obtained from eternity, 
III. New Ieitament Proof may be taken from 
Gal. iv. 4. When the fulneſs of time was come, God ſent 
forth his Son made of @ woman. This paſſage not only 
beſpeaks the perſonal diſtinction between the firſt and 
ſecond ſubſiſtences in the undivided God-head, but the 
intrinſic relation they ſtand in. one to another as Father 
and Son. The firſt muſt always have been a Father, 
and the ſecond a Son. This, as I ſaid formerly, ſug- 
peſts the reaſon Why the one ſent, and the other was 
ſent. The order of operation was to correſpond to the 
order of ſubliſtence. It was proper for the Father to ſend, 
and the Son to be ſent. There is not the ſmalleſt hint 
here, that the ſecond Perſon firſt became a Son, when, 
in the ſenſe of this paſſage, he was ſent forth. It evi. 
dently is implied, that he was a Son prior to his bein 
ſent forth in the fulneſs of time. Conlidered as ſecond 
Perſon in the order of ſubſiſtence, he muſt have been 
tne ſon of the firſt, and, therefore, would always have 
been the Son of God, though he never had been ſent 
forth. The manner in which the Apoſtle expreſſes the 
Incarnation, deſerves particular notice, It is far from 
being calculated for leading us to think, it was in the in- 
carnation that Chriſt was firit begotten as a Son. In re- 
ſpect of that humanity that was conceived in the womb 
of the Virgin, he had no father. He is ſaid to be made 


of 
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of a woman. This exactly anſwers to the deſcription 
we have of him in that original promiſe recorded, 


Gen. iii. 15. in which he 15 deſigned the ſeed of the wo- 


man. It was without the concurrence of any male pa- 


rent, human or divine, that the Virgin conceived. She 


was found with child of the Holy Ghoſt, and that which 
was conceived in her was of the Holy Ghoſt, Mat. i. 18, 29. 
The incarnation was not at all of the nature of a gene- 
ration. It was a conception rather than a generation, 
His generation obtained at a far earlier period, —even 
from all eternity. He was a Son long before he was 
ſent forth. Prior to that event, the firſt Perſon ſuſtain- 
ed the character of a Father, and he the correſpondent 
character of a Son ; conſequently, he was a Son prior 
to his being ſent forth, and he would have been a Son 
though he never had been ſent forth. 

IV. New Teſtament Proof may be taken from Col. i. 
1 5, 16, 17. Who is the image of the inviſible God, the firſt - 
born of every creature For by him were all things cre- 
ated that are in heaven, and that are in earth, viſible and 
i1wiſtble, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or prin- 
cipalities, or powers; all things were created by him and 
for him. And he is before all things, and by him all 
things conſiſt. In the 13th verſe of this chapter, the 


filial name is expreſsly applied to Chriſt. And it is im- 


plied in the firſt verſe now quoted. He is ſaid to be % 
image of the inviſible God, This intimates the perſonal 
diſtinction between the firſt ſubſiſtence in the Trinity 
and him; as alſo, the exact equality and reſemblance of 
the one to the other, agreeably to Heb. i. 3. in which he 
is ſaid to be the expreſs image of his, i. e. the Father's 
pern. A learned and pious expoſitor * obſerves, that 


the words TEuToxo; TX1; 1TsT*Wi, rendered the firſt- 
born of every creature, ſignify alſo born or begotten be- 
fore all creation ; and, accordingly, relates to what is 
uſually called the eternal generation of the Son, 1n re- 
ſpect of which he was, in a peculiar, inconceivable man- 
ner, begotten of the Father before any creature was 
brought into being. Now, that it is as ſecond Perſon 


of the Trinity, and not as Mediator, that he is thus 2 
| _ 


* Dr Guyſe. 


as . 
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Son of God, or was begotten by him from all eternity, 
appears from the following verſes, in which, works are 
aſcribed to him as thus born or begotten before all 
creation, which evidently are performed by him, not as 
Mediator, but as, ſecond Perſon of the Trinity. Is it 
not as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity that he created, 
and that he upholds all worlds? Surely. But the crea- 
tion and preſervation of all worlds are here aſcribed to 
him as born or begotten before all creation, or as, in a 
peculiar and inconceivable manner, begotten of the Fa- 
ther before any creature was brought into being. There- 
fore, he was eternally begotten, and eternally the Son 
of God, as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, and ever would 
have been the Son of God, though he never had be- 
come man. 

V. New Teſtament Proof may be taken from Heb. i. 
2, 3.—His Son, —by whom he made the worlds, —who be. 
ing the brightneſs of his glory, and the expreſs image of 
his Perſon, and upholding all things. by the word of his 
power. In this, as in many other paſſages, Chriſt is de- 
ſcribed, both as ſecond Perſon of the all- glorious Tri- 
nity, and as Mediator; and, in both views, he is the 
Son of God. There is here intimated the perſonal di- 
ſtinction between the firſt two ſubſiſtences in the Trinity, 
and the perfect equality and reſemblance of the one to 
the other. Chriſt, as Son, is the expreſs image or cha- 
racter of the Father's perſon. Now, whether is it as 
God- man, or as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, that he is 
the expreſs image of the Father's perſon? Is it not as 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity? Surely. Therefore, the 

firſt and ſecond Perſons of the Trinity ſtand related to, 
and reſemble one another as father and fon. Again, 
the Apoſtle's deſign, in this place, is to be attended to. 
He evidently means to point out the ſuper-eminent ex- 
cellency of Chriſt, as in all reſpects infinitely ſuperior to 
the higheſt rank of created beings. As God-man, or in 
reſpect of that humanity which he aſſumed, he was 
made lower than the Angels. But in reſpect of his di- 
vine nature, as ſecond Perſon in the God-head, he was, 
is, and ever mult be, intinitely higher than Angels. In 


this 
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this view he ts a Son ; and, therefore, as Son, incom: 


arably higher than Angels, ver. 5. To add no more 
3 the creation and prefer vation of all worlds are 
aſcribed to Chriſt as the Son of God. Whether is it as 
God. man, or as ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, that he, 
in common with the other divine Perſons, is the Crea- 
tor and Preferver of the world? Certainly it is as ſe. 


cond Perſon of the God-head ; therefore, as ſecond 


Perſon of the Trinity, he is the Son of the firft, he 
ever was, and ever muft be the Son of God ; he would 
have been the Son of God, though he never had be- 
come Mediator; and, conſequently, his Sonſhip has a 
far more aucient and noble ground than his incarna- 
tion. 

VI. New Teſtament proof may be taken from 1 John 
v. 7. There are three that bear record in heaven, the Fa- 
ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt And theſe three are 
one. The fecond Perſon is here called the Word, not 
the Son. Bur this is fo far from being an evidence that 
Chriſt's Sonfhip commenced at his incarnation, that it 
plainly ſhews the contrary. The Apoftle John, who 
wrote this epiitle, had, in the beginning of his goſpel, 
called the ſecond Perſon, as co-exiiting with the firſt 
from all eternity, the Word, John i. 3. But, left any 
thould thence infer that he was not a Son from eternity, 
or prior to his incarnation, he, in the paſſage I have 


quoted, written many years after his incarnation, calls - 
him the Word. He was the Word before his incarna- 


tion, and he is the Word after it ; he was alfo a Son 
before it, as he is after it. "Fhefe two characters or 
names are indiſcriminately applied to one and the fame 


Perſon. I had occaſion to obſerve formerly, that when- 


ever the paternal character is applied to the firft Perſon, 
the filial character of the ſecond, though not expreſt, is 
deceſſarily underſtood. The firſt Perſon, as ſuch, is here 
affirmed to be a Father; and, therefore, the Second Per- 
fon, as ſuch, muſt be a Son. A Father without a Son, 
is a contradiction in terms. 

This paſſage, no doubt, contains a full enumeration 


of the ſacred Three, as they ſabfiſted prior to the mcar- 


nation of the ſecond Perſon, even from all a 
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But, conſidered in this light, does it prove that the ſe- 


cond Perſon was not a Son till the incarnation ? By no 
means. If the firſt Perſon was from eternity a,Father, 


the ſecond muſt have been a Son. A Father out a 
Son, is what we can neither conceive nor believe. the 
third Perſon was from all eternity the Holy Ghoſt, as he 
is here affirmed to be, the firſt Perſon muſt have been a 
Father ; and, if the firſt Perſon was, from eternity, a 
Father, it behoved the ſecond to be, from eternity, a 
Son. Add to all this, our divine Lord mult be a Son, 
as he is one with the firſt Perſon, agreeably to the laſt 
clauſe of the verſe. Now, in what character is it that 
he is one, i. e. one in nature as well as operation, with 
the firſt Perſon of the Trinity ? Whether is it as ſecond 
Perſon of the 'Trinity, or as God-man ? It cannot be as 
God-man. His complex Perſon, as God-man, includes 
two natures, the divine and the human. In reſpect of 
his humanity he cannot he one in nature with his divine 
Father. Divinity is common to all the divine Perſons, 
but humanity ſubſiſts only in the ſecond Perſon. Divi- 
nity and humanity are not one ſpecific, far leſs can they 
be one numerical nature. Therefore, if Chriſt, as Son, 
is one in nature with the firſt Perſon of the Trinity, he 
muſt be Son, not only as Mediator, but as the ſecond 
ſubſiſtence in the adorable God-head, from eternity. 
Thus he was a Son long before the fulneſs of time, long 
before the commencement of time, even from the an- 
cient ages of eternity. The proper, the original ground 
of his Sonſhip, is that generation, which obtained from 
eternity . 

I have now finiſhed what I had in view on this great 
ſubject. The more I conſider it, the more I am ſatis- 
fied, that the doctrine of eternal generation has not only 
proof, but the fulleſt proof from the Scriptures, both of 
the Old and New Teſtaments. It is of capital impor- 
dance in the Chriſtian ſyſtem; to deny it, is to depart 


from the common faith of Chriſtians ; it is to introduce 


a great innovation in the Church, and mult be attended 
| „ with 
* I intended to have conſide red ſome other Scriptures re- 

lating to this ſubject, but the paſſages adduced ſeem fully ſut- 

ficient to eſtabliſh the great point in queſtion. | 


need not ſay he does it in every pa 
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with the moſt dangerous conſequences. This conſidera» 
tion thould have its own weight. In adhering to this 
truly important and fundamental article, we are compaſ. 
ſed ghd: with a very great cloud of the moſt famous 
witneſſes, in all ages, earlier and later, and in all parts of 
the world. The only unerring rule, is the law and the 
teſtimony. But the other conſideration, ſhould have its 
own weight with my opponent. I know not how to 
expreſs this ſo well as in the words of a late celebrated 


writer :— This ſanction compared with the oracle of 


« Revelation, is like a range of ciphers connected with 
ce the initial figure, which, were they detached, would 
« be infignificant; but, in ſuch a ſubordination, are 
c conſiderable *.“ 

Shall I entertain a hope, that my good neighbour will 
conſider the new, ſingular and dangerous notion he has 
publiſhed to the world ; and, to prevent further bad 
conſequences, retract and recal it? For his own ſake, for 
the ſake of the people under his inſpection, for the ſake 
of the Church, for the ſake of the preſent and riſing 
PG, I will not ceaſe to pray for it. F was very 

orry to find him {till perſiſting in his oppoſition to 
the common faith, in a late Defence of his former Trea- 
tiſe. This Defence I would willingly confider ; but, 
for obvious reaſons, ſhall delay it at preſent. I hope 
the defender will finiſh his plan, and then, I dare fay, he 
will receive an anſwer. But having mentioned the De- 
fence here, I cannot forbear to make two or three re» 
flections upon it. 

Has not the defender ſhamefully neglected his own 
ſalutary and wiſe cantion ? Has he written like a Gentle- 
man, a Divine, a Chriſtian ? I ſhall ſubmit it to himſelf, 
whether he has or not. Apain, why has not the defen- 
der finiſhed his plan ? The abrupt manner in which he 
has left it, is what others cannot comprehend, and he 
himſelf cannot account for. Moreover, why does the 
defender ſo often, u/que ad nauſeam, repeat Mr Gib ? I 
„he does it almoſt in 
every ſentence. Why Mr Gib at all? Is Mr Gib ſingu- 
lar in his explication of the Scriprure-proots he — 5 
* The Reverend Mr Hervey. 1 
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Far from it. He is compaſſed about with a ve 
cloud of witneſſes. What he pleads for, as 1 
dy, is the common faith of Chriſtians, | 
Further, does not the defender juſtify all r 
ſaid concerning the dangerous tendency of his new g 
In order to ſupport it, is he not driven to the unhappy 
neceſſity of bringing out a ſet of principles, almoſt alto- 
ether unknown and unheard of in the world, till now? 
Por example, he teaches that there was no Meſſiah, 
no Mediator, no Saviour in the world, till the fulneſs of 
time; that is, 4000 years from the creation downwards ; - 
And as the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity did not, prior to 
his incarnation, ſuſtain the general character of Media- 
tor, he did not exerciſe any of the particular ſaving of- 
fices.—To add no more at preſent, he, in effect, teaches 
that the Covenant of Grace never was inade till the 
ſecond Perſon was incarnate. Let the reader peruſe 
p. 10, 11, 12, 13, 14. 19, 20, and let him ſay whether 1 
have miſrepreſented the defender. Strange doctrine! 
Was not the ſecond Perſon even from eternity, ſet apart 
to his office and work as Mediator, that is, in the language 
of Scripture, anointed? Does not the defender yet 
know, that this is the ſenſe in which anointed is taken 
in Scripture? It denotes the ſeparating and ſetting a 
perſon apart to an office. Prov. viii, 23. I was ſet up, 
literally, I was anointed, that is, ſet apart to my media- 
tory office and work from everlaſting. 

Was not Chriſt a Prophet under the Old Teftament, 
as really as he is under the New? Did he not exerciſe 
the prophetical office under the former as well as the 
latter? Yes; be was a preacher even in the days of 
Noah, We are told by the Apoſtle Peter 1 Ep. iii. 19. 
That he, in the days of Noah, preached to ſinners, * 
whoſe ſpirits or ſouls were, when that epiſtle was writ- 
ten, and till are, in the priſon of hell. Did he not ex- 
erciſe, in a manner becoming his unincarnate ſtate, the 
prieſtly office long before his incarnation? Ves; we find 
him in the actual exerciſe of the interceſſory branch of 
it ſeveral hundred years before that event happened, 
Zech. i. 12. Was he not a king under the Old Teſta- 
ment, as well as under the New? Yes; the Old Teſta- 
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dent church acknowledged. him for her king, as explith 
New Teſtament church avouches him for. 
-XXXiii. 22. Was this the Three-one Jehovah: 
as the ſecond Perſon, as contradiſtinguiſhe | 
firſt and third ; the ſame perſon who was to 
come in human nature to ſave us. Was it only in the 
days of his fleſh on earth, that Chriſt aſked. of the Fa- 
ther, and the Father granted him the heathen for his in- 
heritance ? Or, in other words, whether was it from eter; 
'Nity, as has been hitherto held, or only in time that the 
Covenant of Grace was made, in which it was ſtipula- 
ted and agreed, that the Father ſhould give the Son, as 
our Surety, the heathen for his inheritance ?- It certainly 
was from all eternity. The promiſlory part of the Cove, 
nant, both as it relates to the Surety and the ſpiritual 
ſeed, is expreſsly affirmed to have obtained from eternity, 
Tit. i. 2. Why is it inſinuated, that it was inconſiſtent 
for the Son, as equal with the Father, to alk of the lat- 
ter, from eternity, the heathen for his inheritance? Was 
he not equal with the Father in time, as much as from. 
eternity? Was it not as competent for him to aſſume the 
character of an undertaking Surety from eternity, as to 
act in the character of a ſatisfying Surety in time? Surely, 
But I had almoſt forgot that I was to delay an an- 
ſwer to the Defence at preſent. I hope it will be under: 
taken by another, if not, I may attempt it afterwards; 
1 ſhall be extremely bappy, if my good neighbour hall > 
prevent me. I would earneſtly recommend it to him, 403 
take the nature and tendency of his ſcheme under his 
ſerious and deliberate conſideration ; and to reflect that 
a ſcheme ſo antiſcriptural and abſurd, be, attended. 
with conſequences moſt hurtful to him elf, his congre- 
gation, and the church. But if, after all, he ſhall be ſo 
unwiſe, as to perſiſt in his oppoſition to the common 
faith, and make any further reply, I am reſolved not to 
paſs it over, either in ſilent pity of its author; or contempt 
of itſelf, but to place it in that point of Mew. ann it 


ſhall be found to deſerve. Ah N 
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